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PREFACE 


ETHICS AND morality pose some of the basic and perennial 
questions to which, in any and every age, man must attempt 
to find an answer. At the present moment, the questions 
demand their answer vvdth peculiar insistence and urgency. 
The ethical problem confronts us in this acute form because 
the behaviour of our enemies, with the Japanese atrocities and 
the final horrors of the Nazi camps, have revealed that what 
we have regarded as self-evident principles of morality have 
not been in the least self-evident to large sections of the human 
species. Evidently, men and women can be conditioned, 
trained, and selected until they become capable not merely of 
sporadic acts but of systematic policies which fill us with hor- 
ror. But they are men and women, not creatures of another and 
inherently different race or species from ourselves; and we do 
well to remember that there, but for the grace of God, go we. 

Furthermore, we are now confronted with a task unique in 
history — of attempting to ensure that in the place of German 
and Japanese fascism new civilizations should arise, whose 
moral principles should be in some sort of harmony with ours. 
This raises ethical problems of every kind— how far can we be 
certain of the rightness of our own principles? how far can we 
hope to impose a system of morality on an entire nation, or how 
far can we succeed by encouraging in it a general type of 
social structure and trusting to the natural flowering of a better 
ethic? Should we deliberately inculcate what we believe to be 
the right (running the risk, always involved in propaganda, of 
defeating our own aims), or should we merely forbid what we 
are sure is wrong (running not merely the risk already men- 
tioned, but that of creating a moral vacuum into which seven 
new and unexpected devils may creep for each one that is 
ejected)? 

At such a time, any serious discussion of the basic problems 
of ethics should be useful. Accordingly I make no apology for 
re-publishing in one volume my own and my grandfather’s 
Romanes Lectures on the relations between Ethics and 
Evolution, together with an introduction. In this I have 
endeavoured to bring out some of the historical bases of 
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evolutionary naturalism in ethics prior to 1893, together with 
some of the relevant changes in fact and in approach between 
then and 1943, and have concluded with a more gener^ 
summing up than was possible in my lecture. I have also added 
an article on the Vindication of Darwinism, which will, 1 tiope, 
make clearer the modem position on the mechamsm of bi^ 
logical evolution. For permission to reprint this, I have to 
thank the editors of the Rationalist Annual (1946) and the 

Oxford University Press for permission to reprint my Romanes 

^ I. o. rl. 

Lecture. 



INTRODUCTION 


HISTORICAL A1H> CRITICAL 
I 

THE problem: intuitional ETHICS 

[S THERE any external standard for morals? any touchstone 
by which goodness may be recognized, any yardstick by which 
it may be measured? Does there exist any natural foundation 
on wHch our human superstructure of right and wrong may 
safely rest, any cosmic sanction for ethics? 

It is with that central question of moral philosophy that 
my grandfather and I, each in his own way, were concerned 
in the two Romanes Lectures which are here reprinted. In 
spite of our both approaching the question from the same 
direction and with the same background of evolutionary 
biology, we gave markedly different replies. I should like to 
stress the nature of our differences, and some of the reasons 
for them. 

Thus, in the first place, it appeared to me that all purely 
intuitive theories of ethics can now be ruled out. They are 
ruled out by recent advances in psychology, notably as to how 
the precursor of our conscience (which I have ventured to 
christen the proto-ethical mechanism) develops in each indi- 
vidual human being. Even the development of a moral sense 
is not given irrevocably by heredity, but depends on the 
infant’s environment; and the so-called intuitions of right and 
wrong through which our moral sense operates are not intui- 
tions in the strict sense, but dependent and conditioned mental 
acts. Furthermore, the recent developments of social anthro- 
pology and social history have added their weighty contribution. 
Even if an intuitional component of ethics existed in early life, 
it must be capable of being over-laid, distorted, and even 
contradicted by social factors; 

T. H. Huxley, in his Lecture, advances a curious argument 
on this subject. He points out that if a bee could philosophize. 
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it would have to be ‘an intuitive moralist of the first water’, 
since the workers begin to work, in the most socially-minded 
and self-sacrificing way, immediately they are hatched, and 
without any possibility of experience or of reflection on experi- 
ence. ‘On the other hand’, he continues, the biologist sees 
in the bees’ behaviour ‘simply the perfection of an automatic 
mechanism, hammered out by the blows of the struggle for 
existence. . . .’ 

The antithesis involved in his phrase ‘on the other hand’, 
appears to me to be ill-founded. If our ethics did really have 
an intuitive basis, then, on any modern evolutionary theory, 
that basis would, of necessity, have had to be provided by 
heredity shaped by natural selection. Indeed T. H. Huxley 
continues, ‘I see no reason to doubt that, at its origin, human 
society was as much a product of organic necessity as that of 
the bees’. He then points out the fundamental difference 
between insect and human societies, namely that in the former 
the individual is predetermined for his (or her or its) place and 
work in society by heredity, of instincts as well as of structure, 
whereas in the latter he is not; and proceeds to enumerate 
other aspects of human nature which have implications for our 
ethical problem. However, he never explicitly enunciates 
what seems to me the fundamental point— that man is inevit- 
ably (and alone among all organisms) subject to mental con- 
flict as a normal factor in his life, and that the existence of this 
conflict is the necessary basis or ground on which conscience, 
the moral sense, and our systems of ethics grow and develop. 

In support of this view, or rather in support of a particular 
cxempUfication of it, I referred in my lecture to modem work 
on ‘morally defective’ children, which brings out the fact that 
most such moral defectives have been separated from their 
mothers (or mother-substitutes) dunng a certain cntic^ 
period-of early babyhood, but after they were 6-12 months 
old Thus it is not only true that conflict is a necessary pre- 
requisite for ethics, and that its existence has determined some 
of the characteristics of the developing human mind, such ^ 
repression: it seems further, that the 

conflict of love and hate over the mother (who is « * 

fountain of the infant’s satisfactions and the source of thwarting 
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authority) is indispensable, or at least normally requisite, for 
the development of the primitive super-ego or proto-ethical 
mechanism. 

A still more recent study of the subject^ supports this thesis 
in general, while modifying it in various particulars. The 
author now prefers the term ‘affectionless character’ to ‘moral 
defective’ (though children of this type are very defective 
morally), and has somewhat altered his views as to the various 
ways in which such affectionless and morally defective charac- 
ters arise. However, the main point which interests us remains 
— namely that without the normal relation between mother 
(or mother-substitute) and infant, with its attendant primal 
conflict, there will not (or probably will not) develop any 
functioning super-ego, and consequently any normal conscience 
or moral sense, or any significant system of ethical feelings and 
ideas, however inchoate or unformulated. These conclusions 
need to be supplemented by others drawn from genetical 
science, which emphasize the share of hereditary predisposition 
in giving rise to our moral sense and its variations. To this 
point I shall return. Meanwhile, facts of this sort should be 
enough to dispose at once of all purely intuitive theories of 
ethics. 

Although T. H. Huxley was opposed to formal intuitional 
theories of ethics, he had not, it seems, freed himself explicitly 
from some of the intuitional preconceptions that are probably 
inevitable when one first sets oneself to think out the ethical 
problem. One obvious effect of such preconceptions is the 
unconscious assumption that the current ethical theories of the 
day are not only eternal but self-evident. T. H. Huxley 
nowhere claims explicitly that the ethics of his time are self- 
evident, but he often appears to assume it. Thus, he constantly 
uses terms like good, and evil, and morality, as if there were 
general agreement as to their connotation, and without feeling 
It necessary to discuss how the moral sense arises. 

He does, it is true, agree that the moral sentiments must 
have onginated ‘in the same way as other natural phenomena 
by a process of evolution’, and then gives a specific case 

Bowlby, J., 1944, Fortyfom JuveniU Thieves. Internal. J. Psychoanal. 25, 
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of the later evolution of a particular moral sentiment, in the 
shape of justice: ‘during historical times the idea of justice 
thus underwent a gradual sublimation from punishment and 
reward according to acts, to punishment and reward according 
to desert; or, in other words, according to motive’. 

But he never explicitly relates the origin of ethical ideas in 
general to the inevitable conflicts of infancy. This can in no 
way be ascribed to him for error or for blame. The data were 
not there for the construction of a social-evolutionary theory 
of ethics; Freud had not shed the light of his new conceptions 
on the dim realm of mental embryology; nor had neo-men- 
deUan analysis and mathematical selection-theory illuminated 
the genetic bases of social life and the processes of evolution 
itself. 


n. 


the early history of naturalistic ethics 

IT IS not enough lb analyse our ethical disagreements in the 
light of general principles, for the principles are not 
sufficienUy general, but change with time. Thus it is only 
through a historical approach that we can really illummate the 
question. It alone will enable my readers to see my oym and 
mv grandfather’s lectures as contributions, inevitably limted 
and particular, to the general trend of naturalistic thought on 
the subject of morality, which, emanating from the young plant 
of modem sdeoce, has for three centuries g™™ 
growth. Though it is destined to grow and change s^ wither 
^th new discovery and with new organization of scientific 
ideas, we can, I think, by now be sure of its general shape wd 
its definitive direction. In this light, and m\h the aid of the 
reflective tranquillity of inteUectual digestion, we can later 
reformulate in more general terms both *e 
which I attacked and the conclusions which I reached m my 

'“*110 131 a decade or two ago, the naturalistic theopr of etMra 
suffe^ from the incompleteness of the body of 
knowledge to which it owed its ongin and from which 
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inevitably took its complexion. The absence of knowledge 
as we have seen with regard to evolution in pre-Darwinian 
and with regard to deep psychology in pre-Freudian days— 
led to the skating over of certain crucial difficulties of the 
ethical problem, or even the refusal to face the fact of their 
existence: the sudden access of new general principles— again 
as in evolution— led to an over-emphasis on the importance of 
the new ideas as magic or universal keys: and the multiplicity 
of new detailed knowledge — as with the social anthropology 
of morals — led to the obscurement of principle in a jungle of 
facts. Furthermore, the progress of science was uneven in 
different fields, so that the connection between separate fields 
of knowledge often remained obscure until revealed by deeper 
analysis or new discovery. 

The result was an irregular development of naturalistic 
ethical theory, with both over- and under-emphasis swinging 
now here now there. If we are to try to give a broad picture 
of this erratic and adventurous course, it will be something 
as follows. There was first the rationalist point of view, derived 
from Renaissance humanism rather than from post-Renaissance 
science — an attempt to consider man, society and ethics in the 
light of reason rather than of evolution, authority, or tradition. 
Macchiavelh, Hobbes and Spinoza are among the chief repre- 
sentatives of this tendency. Next, as a justifiable reaction 
against over-reliance on reason, came Shaftesbury, with his 
emphasis on studying the natural make-up of man, and the 
first enunciation of the idea of an innate, or at least ingrained, 
‘moral sense’. This was the original ancestor of the modern 
idea of conscience, though Shaftesbury himself would doubtless 
have indignantly denied any relationship, and its implications 
are quite different. Then there was the use of the empirical 
and inductive outlook of modem science, and its combination 
in varying degrees with that of rationalism. Leibnitz ex- 
hibited this scientific tendency to a certain degree, though his 
rationalist or indeed rationalizing spirit is seen in his famous 
dictum that we inhabit ‘the best of all possible worlds’. The 
result of this philosophic optimism, as Voltaire emphasized 
through the creation of Dr. Pangloss, and F. H. Bradley 
through the addition of his own gloss, ‘and everything in it is a 
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necessary evil’, is to make nonsense of any concrete system of 
ethics, and indeed of the facts of society and history. 

Locke was the first philosopher in whom the scientific 
spirit played a major part. The resultant rationahst empiricism, 
pursued by Berkeley, culminated in Hume, who, as Bertrand 
Russell says, ‘by making it self-consistent made it incredible’. 
Less rationahsm and more empiricism, and above all more 
scientific facts and more induction, were needed to give 
naturahsm a rebirth. The less of rationalism, however, was 
first brought about by the romantic movement. Its claims on 
behalf of ‘sensibility’ and the emotions were a direct challenge 
to that pre-eminence of pure reason on which the previous 
century had insisted, and first opened the door to a psycholo- 
gical (as opposed to a merely intellectual) analysis of conscience 
and moraUty. The late seventeenth and most of the eighteenth 
century exalted intellect and order as safeguards against 
fanaticism and the ideological wars (like the religious wars of 
Europe and the Civil War in England) which had resulted 
from it. But by 1 750 or thereabouts intellect had grown inbred 
and arid, order was in many countries becoming synonymous 
with the existing order and with repression against the rise of 
any other order, and many people were growing tired of too 
much security, especially when finked with security police, and 
were cra\nng not only for more freedom but for emotional 
excitement. 

The result of this psychological climate was to discredit 
the philosophical ideas which men had read into the Newtonian 
system, of a cosmic order in which every particle and planet 
followed the laws prescribed by a divine Governor, and pre- 
pared their minds for the irrational actuality, the disorderly 
variety and plethora of facts, to be disclosed by geology and 
biology, and by latter-day astronomy. 

Rousseau is the epitome of this anti-rational, anU-logical, 
anti-orderly, intuitional movement, and carried emotional 
romanticism in philosophy and ethics to a pitch where, hke 
Hume’s rationalist empiricism, it defeated itself, although 
Hegel was able to develop certain of Rousseau’s ideas to a 
higher degree of elaboration. It remained for Kant to combine 
an intellectuafist with an intuitional approach, and so, m a 



INTRODUCTION 7 

new synthesis, to prepare the way for a fresh growth of philo- 
sophy in the nineteenth century. His particular theory of 
ethics, with its famous ‘categorical imperative’, concerns us 
only in so far as it was the first attempt to proclaim the 
autonomy of human morality and its independence both of 
divine intervention, through the implantation of conscience in 
human nature or otherwise, and of utilitarian considerations. 
In this he foreshadows certain aspects of the modern psycho- 
logical approach to ethics, though on the other hand, he is 
opposed to it in maintaining that morality depends on a priori 
concepts rooted in reason. 

Hegel’s major contribution to the problem is, I suppose, 
the view that the raw data of experience, the ‘facts’ of the 
empirical philosopher, are essentially irrational, and only 
become capable of rational interpretation when viewed in all 
their relations with each other and with the whole. His method 
of establishing these relations, the famous dialectic, is equally 
important, since, quite apart from having been taken over (and 
inverted into materialist terms) as the basis of Marxist philoso- 
phy, it introduced the notion of conflict as the fruitful parent 
of synthesis, emphasized the ‘al togetherness of everything’, the 
universal web of interrelatedness which is at the basis both of 
modern scientific thought and of Whitehead’s philosophy, and, 
with its insistence that the synthesis of the antithesis of Being 
and Not-Being is Becoming, prepared the ground for the 
dynamic type of philosophy necessitated by the acceptance of 
evolution. In respect of ethics, his emphasis on the Whole, 
combined with his glorification of the State as ‘the actually 
realized moral life’, ‘the Divine Idea as it exists on earth’ and 
the embodiment of rational freedom, realizing and recognizing 
itself [!] in an objective form’, led him into the demonstrably 
false position of denying the importance of the individual, and 
of asserting the intrinsically higher value of the State as against 
that of its members. 

The falsity of this moral doctrine, as I have pointed out in 
my lecture, can be demonstrated on purely biological and 
evolutionary grounds, as well as on human and social ones. 
However, before the facts were available for its disproof, it 
became a philosophic convenience to dictators anxious to 
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conduct the world into Fascism, and served almost without 
attention as the intellectual justification for their systems, as 
we may perceive by reading Mussohni’s article on Fascismo in 
the Fascist Encyclopaedia. It needed the pragmatic test of a 
world war to defeat this thesis ; and we cannot yet be sure that 
it is dead. All the more reason therefore for proclaiming the 
scientific evidence for its falsity, which I have also summarized 
in my lecture. 

Kant in his metaphysics and ethics, and Hegel in his whole 
philosophy, were little influenced by the discoveries or the 
methodology of science. The currents of scientific naturalism, 
however, had continued to flow, although in minor channels, 
throughout the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century; 
during this period Condorcet and Helvetius kept the flow alive. 
Condorcet, though largely a Romantic in outlook, was the first 
to produce a theory of population; through Malthus’ father, he 
was the direct inspirer of that gloomy clergyman’s doctrine, 
which in turn exercised such a decisive effect on all subsequent 
thought through having led Darwin to the theory of Natural 
Selection. Helvetius was equally important, for he was the 
father of nineteenth-century Utihtarianism, through his influ- 
ence both on Jeremy Bentham and James Mill. The two 
currents affected a partial junction, since for a time at least, 
utihtarianism could be conceived of as the psychological 
equivalent in the individual of natural selection in the biology 
of the race.^ 

But from early Victorian times onward, the decisive effects 
in the field which here concerns us have been exerted by new 
discoveries and new principles in the field of natural science 
rather than by new philosophical insight. Let us enumerate a 
few. First came the discoveries of the geologists, beginning 
ivith William Smith’s proof of a definite time-sequence for 
geological formations and culminating in Lyell s unifomu- 
tarianism, which knocked out creationism, gave a mortal blow 


» From the angle of the out-and-out ethical rclativwto, utilitanamsm is 

sometimes regarded as the inevitable outcome of a Xnde 

“the ethics of bourgeois book-keeping”, as Trotsky called it. Jbs 
however, while it may explain why utilitarianism met wth favour dtm^ 

the early nineteenth century, does not teU us anything about the truth ot 
untruth of its propositions. 
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to the doctrine of scriptural infallibility, enlarged ±e time- 
scale for man and earth to what seemed at first a frightening 
extent, and with its demonstration of the gigantic ^cumulative 
effect of small and gradual changes, prepared men’s minds for 
the same doctrine of gradualism in biological evolution. 

Then came Darwin, He had several effects upon the 
treatment of our problem. In the first place, his demonstration 
of the fact of evolution made it imperative to apply the evolu- 
tionary approach to ethics, as to other facts of human fife. 
Secondly, he demonstrated the unity of all life, however 
various, and the need for a rational and scientific explanation 
of that unity and that variety. Thus his work led to an exten- 
sion and a reinterpretation of that of the great comparative 
anatomists, paleontologists and embry^ologists of the first half 
of the century. Their discovery of ‘archetypal plans’ common 
to large and apparently heterogeneous groups was at once 
expHcable in terms of common ancestry ; while the principle of 
common ancestry could be readily extended to cover the entire 
realm of fife; the obvious general similarity but equally obvious 
particular difference between extinct and existing animals 
could at once be interpreted in terms of evolution instead of in 
those of repeated cataclysms and repeated creation — that 
curious ‘epicyclic’ compheation of creationist theory embodied 
in the doctrine of Catastrophism; and von Baer’s discovery 
that the embryos of higher forms often resemble lower forms 
became explicable if the development of the higher type in 
some sense recapitulated that of its ancestors. 

In the third place, his promulgation of natural selection 
as a possible (and, as it turned out, the main actual) method 
of evolution led at once to a naturalistic approach to the 
whole of biology, and made both vitalism and creationism or 
divine intervention almost infinitely less plausible or tenable. 

This last tendency was reinforced by the discoveries of 
Pasteur on the reproduction of micro-orgaisms. Those dis- 
coveries are often described in negative terms, as the disproof of 
spontaneous generation or the like. In reality, they are the 
keystone of a positive generalization of the highest importance 
— namely the fact that reproduction is based on continuity of 
substance between parent and offspring. In the light of evolu- 
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tion, this at once implies the eventual continuity of all living 
substance whatsoever : and as a result of the further discoveries 
of men like Fleming, van Beneden, the Hertwigs, Boveri, E. B. 
Wilson, T. H. Morgan, Darlington and Muller, it led to de- 
tailed knowledge of what precisely this self-reproducing sub- 
stance was (namely, the genes in the chromosomes), and of 
how it varied (by mutation) so as to produce the raw material 
out of which selection fashioned evolutionary changes. 

In the inorganic field, the chemists and physicists contri- 
buted their quota to a unified world outlook. On the material 
side Dalton, Avogadro, and BerzeHus paved the way by showing 
that aU matter consists of elemental units or atoms, grouped 
together in units of substance or molecules ; Mendeleeff showed 
that there must be some relationship between the atoms of the 
various elements; Rutherford, Bohr, Moseley, and the long 
line of modern atomic physicists demonstrated that that rela- 
tionship was dependent on their all being composed of the 
same basic units, only in different numbers and proportions. 
Meanwhile, building on the pioneer work of Rumford, Davy, 
Carnot, Joule, Faraday, and many other workers in different 
branches of physics, Kelvin and Clerk Maxwell unified all the 
diverse activities and transformations of matter into the com- 
prehensive theory of energy, with conservation of total sum but 
progressive dissipation of amount available, as its twin pillars. 
And during the present century Einstein opened the door to a 
still further unification, so that today, instead of envisaging 
physical phenomena as the joint activities of two categories of 
reahty— matter and energy— we can describe them as manifes- 
tations of a unitary world-stuff— ‘matter-cum-energy’-of 
which the two aspects are mutually convertible. 

Meanwhile the chemists, beginning with Wohler, had dis- 
covered that organic compounds, though they are normally to 
be found only in plant or animal bodies, did not owe then 
formation to any special ‘vital force’, but could be produced 
equally well in the laboratory— a discovery at the base of the 
remarkable synthetic chemistry of today. They and the physio- 
logists also showed that animals and plants exhibited no bnd 
of matter and no transformations of energy beyond those 
familiar in the inorganic world, so that living substance m its 
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physical aspects could eventually be seen as part of the same 
world-stuff as the rest of the cosmos. This once accomplished, 
the way lay open for a reverse effect of biology upon physics. 
Acceptance of the principle of evolution, together with that 
of the material identity of substance in life and not-hfe, made it 
clear that the phenomena of life are merely the properties of 
a particular portion of the world-stuff which is endowed with 
the capacity for self-reproduction. But then, as I indicate 
elsewhere, the existence of mind in the higher ranges of 
life, together with the principle of continuity of substance 
during evolution, made it necessary to add a third category, in 
the shape of mind, or mind-like (psychoid) qualities, to the 
properties of the world-stuff, so that it becomes ‘matter-cum- 
life-cum-mind’. 

With this, the essential unity of phenomena both in space 
and time was established, and the way lay open to the modem 
generalized theory of evolution, the necessary scientific back- 
ground for a unified world outlook in general, as well as for a 
universal and scientific theory of ethics in particular. 


m 


THE RISE OF AN EVOLUTIONARY THEORY OF ETHICS 


THE RECENT publication by Professor Quillian^ of a careful 
but essentially hostile survey of the nineteenth-century develop- 
ments of naturalistic ethics along evolutionary lines, prompts 
me to summarize this aspect of the subject more fully than I 
should have otherwise intended, or been able, to do. 

Professor Quillian’s survey makes it clear that the philo- 
sophic movement which he calls Evolutionary Naturalism 
represents a natural development of the Utilitarian school of 
Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill and the Positivism of 
Auguste Comte (which latter was essentially evolutionary in 
its approa^), themselves in turn offihoots of the main stream 
of empiricist and humanist thought which arose as the result 
of the Renaissance and especially of the birth of modem 


• « Moral Theory of EooluHonaiy Naturalism. 

m Religious Education XVII.) Yale University Press, 1945. 


(Yale Studies 
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science in the seventeenth century. In this nineteenth-century 
development of the movement, natural evolution was seized 
upon as the central integrating and explanatory idea. 

The chief exponents of what Quilhan calls Evolutionary 
Naturalism (as of Utilitarianism and of Empiricism, back to 
the time of Francis Bacon) were British — Charles Darwin, 
Herbert Spencer, W, K. Clifford, Leslie Stephen, L. T. Hob- 
house, Francis Galton, Henry Drummond and T, H. Huxley 
(though his Romanes lecture was opposed to some of the main 
conclusions of the school) — or, if not British by origin, did their 
main work in Britain, like the Finn, Edward Westermarck; 
though Frenchmen like J. F. Guyau and Germans like Haeckel 
were also among its adherents. 

Qjuillian’s analysis, however, is very much weakened by the 
fact that he does not include any modem members of the 
school. He is thus able very conveniently to advance criticisms 
of the general thesis which have been rendered quite irrelevant 
by later advances of knowledge. Thus he rightly disagrees 
with Herbert Spencer (and other early proponents of an 
evolutionary theory of ethics) for basing his views on the 
lamarckian theory of the inheritance of acquired characters, 
in this case certain conscious experiences. For instance, 
Spencer in his Principles of Ethics categorically states that ‘moral 
intentions are the results of accumulated experiences of utility 
gradually organized and inherited’, until they ‘have come to be 
quite independent of conscious experience’. But in Spencer’s 
time it was perfectly legitimate to adopt a lamarckian view- 
point, so that QuilHan’s criticism of Spencer on this point is 
largely irrelevant. On the other hand, to-day we know that 
lamarckian inheritance does not exist, and that evolution on 
the pre-human level proceeds mainly or wholly by the natural 
selection of small mutations and their recombinations; and all 
modern evolutionary theories of ethics start from this presup- 
position. Yet Quillian uses the lamarckian views of the early 
members of the school as a stick with which to belabour all 
theories of evolutionary ethics. 

All modem theories on the subject also start from the pre- 
supposition that mutations are, biologically speaking, random, 
and bear no special relation to changes in the environment or 
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the conditions of life, so that a second criticism by QuilUan, 
that Darwin and others relate variation (mutation) to the 
external world, equally falls to the ground. 

Similarly, as set forth in the next section of this introduc- 
tion, any modern naturalistic theory of ethics must take 
account of the facts of infantile conflict and repression to which 
Freud was the first to draw attention, for it is these alone, or at 
least in the main, which give us an understanding of the cate- 
gorical sense of obhgation associated with morality. Yet 
Quilhan does not even mention Freud^; and he reproaches the 
whole school of Evolutionary Naturalism for not giving any 
adequate explanation of this sense of moral obhgation, when 
none of the thinkers he criticizes hved to hear of Freud’s work. 
It is like rebuking Darwin for being ignorant of the genetic 
work of Morgan and DarUngton ! 

Finally, he criticizes many of these thinkers for exphcitly 
or imphcitly assuming that man is ‘only’ a developed animal, 
and that his behaviour and evolution are governed by the 
same principles and laws as apply to lower animals. This is a 
just criticism — but fails to mention that modern evolutionary 
analysis has shown that the attainment of the distinctively 
human condition marks a critical point in evolution, and that 
after this point quite new principles apply and new evolutionary 
mechanisms become dominant. 

In fact, his title is misleading. He is not analysing the 
theory of Evolutionary Naturalism, but only the theory of 
Evolutionary Naturahsm during the nineteenth century. The 
early pioneers were bound to make mistakes in the then largely 
uncharted wdldemess of biology; but by confuting their mis- 
takes and omitting even to mention the work of their successors, 
he contrives to give the impression that he has confuted any and 
every evolutionary or naturalistic theory of ethics. If not dis- 
ingenuous, this is at least unfortunate. 

The crucial problems for any naturalistic theory of ethics 
would seem to be the following: — the existence and nature of 
conscience; the compulsive sense of moral obligation and duty; 

* Though he cites Waddington, who deals with the interrelations of ethics 
Mth psycho-analysis and with Darwinism, in his bibliography, he does not 
discuss his essay in the text. ® r 
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the ‘moral law’ ; ethical and moral standards and their objec- 
tivity (or otherwise); and the relation between private or 
personal and public or social morality. Quillian has certainly 
rendered a service in summarizing, analysing and criticizing the 
ways in which the evolutionary naturaUsts of the nineteenth 
century attempted to solve these problems, and often (for want 
of scientific knowledge or of philosophical method) failed in 
their attempts. 

The nineteenth-century adherents of the school rightly 
perceived that evolutionary biology must be able to give a 
naturalistic explanation of ethics; but in the absence of the 
knowledge we now possess they were often driven into forced or 
untenable positions. Their ignorance and their errors alike 
serve to delimit the problem more clearly and to warn us, their 
successors, against facile ‘complete’ explanations. In the fight 
of the past, we can see that our present efforts cannot claim to 
provide a definitive or static solution, but may justly attempt to 
find a right direction along which analysis may advance. 

The primary question of any naturalistic ethics is, as 
Quillian says, ‘to resolve the puzzle of [the existence of] social 
conduct in originally egoistic individuals’. Hobbes advanced 
what seems to us the very transparent fiction^ of a pre-existing 
social contract or covenant between the members of a com- 
munity to delegate power to a single ruler or ruling body. It 
was to this contract, explicitly or implicitly recognized, that 
Hobbes ascribed the sense of obligation in morality — an 
ascription which will not work psychologically and is clearly 
not a true explanation. Locke, on the other hand (to whose 
views, by a remarkable oversight, Quillian does not refer at 
all), was the forerunner of the utilitarian theory of morals. 
‘Things are good or evil only in relation to pleasure or pain. 
That we call “good”, which is apt to cause or increase 
pleasure, or diminish pain in us’ — we seem to be hearing the 
voice of Jeremy Bentham, well over a century later. 

In Bentham’s philosophy the early naturalistic school at- 
tained its highest expression. This phase of naturalism inevit- 
ably looks primitive and over-simplified to our modem eyes, 

' Bertrand Russell (1945, p. 550) suggests that Hobbes himself did not con- 
sider this covenant as an actual historical event, but as ‘an explanatory myth . 
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partly became of its lack of a faU background of knowledge 
about nature in general, partly because of the lack of dept 
in its analysis of human nature in particular. Both were, i 
think, unavoidable in what we may justly call the pre-bio- 
logical epoch, before Darwin had pointed the way to a history 
of life, Pasteur that to the essence of life, Claude Bernard 
that to an understanding of its mechanism, and Mendel, 
Bateson and Morgan that to an understanding of its trans- 
mission— and one which was a fortiori pre-anthropological, 
before T. H. Huxley had underlined ‘Man’s Place in Nature’, 
before Boucher de Perthes had opened a window on pre- 
history and Frazer on the primitive origin and bizarre develop- 
ment of ritual and religion, before Robertson Smith and 
Rivers and Malinowski had shown that human cultures 
could be a proper subject for scientific analysis, before Freud, 
Columbus-like, had discovered the New World of human 
mind in the shape of the Unconscious, and before the realiza- 
tion that with the advent of man, evolution had reached a 
new level, in which the biological agency of natural selection, 
operating through the mechanisms of heredity, had been largely 
suspended by the specifically human agency of social selection 
operating through the mechanisms of tradition. 

The chief defect, by modem standards, of the early 
naturalistic school was that they tended to ignore (and indeed 
were largely ignorant of) the complexity of man’s emotional 
structure, and accordingly not only took Reason at its face 
value or at its own value, but exaggerated its importance and 
its role. The apogee of this naively rationalist naturahsm was 
reached by the Utilitarians. For Bentham, human psychology 
could be summed up in two principles — the principle of 
association, and the pleasure or happiness principle. The 
principle of association was supposed to account for the general 
structure of the mind, while the pleasure principle, according 
to which we consistently and consciously desire and pursue 
the end which we think will give us most pleasure or happiness, 
was supposed to account for its dynamics. 

In passing, we may note that the first principle is inade- 
quate, being only one of many components of mental structure ; 
while the second is simply erroneous, for, as Bertrand Russell 
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well puts it, ‘Everybody’s main activities are determined by 
desires’ (or, one might preferably say, by impulses) ‘which 
are anterior to the calculation of pleasures and pains.’ 

In his theory of ethics, Bentham fell into two further errors. 
In the first place, though the pleasure principle is intended as 
a statement of fact, he gave it an illegitimate ethical twist 
by saying that what gives pleasure or happiness is auto- 
matically what is good. He then proceeds to assert that the 
summum bonum, the ethical standard by which we must judge 
virtue in general, is the ‘greatest happiness of the greatest 
number’. In spite of the attractiveness at first sight of this 
simple and apparently scientific formulation, it involves a 
fallacy, for it provides no means of bridging the gap between 
the individual and society. If each man inevitably pursues 
his own happiness, and if that happiness is good, we are still 
faced by the all-too-familiar fact that in pursuing their indi- 
vidual happinesses, men and women often come into conflict. 
And there cannot be any simple arithmetical balance of indi- 
vidual pleasures and pains to constitute a total social happi- 
ness. At the very least some objective standard, such as 
social well-being, is required; and to give effect to this you 
need a lawgiver or moralist of almost superhuman powers 
and one who will not be thinking in terms of his own happi- 
ness. The greatest happiness of the greatest number is, even on 
Bentham’s own principles, no real standard at all: and Utili- 
tarianism leaves unsolved one of the basic problems of ethics, 
the conflict between man as an individual and man as a 
social being, the antagonism of selfishness and altruism. 

With the emergence of evolution as the central principle 
of biology, the situation at once changed. Even before the 
publication of the Origin of Species, Herbert Spencer had indi- 
cated the evolutionary theory of ethics which he later devel- 
oped in his Principles of Ethics. He was the first to maintain the 
genetic principle that ‘we must interpret the more developed 
by the less developed’. This, however, while at first sight 
appearing as a necessary corollary of evolution, and as such 
having been adopted by various evolutionary philosophers, is 
in fact a fallacy. This was clearly pointed out by Edward 
Caird over half-a-century ago, when he wrote in his Evolution 



introduction ^7 

ofRelimn, ‘It lies in the very nature of the case that the earliest 
form of that which lives and develops is the least adequate to 
its nature, and therefore that from which we can get the least 
distinct clue to the main principle of that nature. Hence, to 
trace a Uving being [or, we may add, any product of a Imng 
being, such as etHcs or religion] back to its beginning, and to 
explain what follows by such beginning, would be simply to 
omit almost aU that characterizes it, and then to suppose that 
in what remains we have the secret of its existence. That is not 
really to explain it, but to explain it away.’ 

Most evolutionary naturalists of the present century have 
recognized the fallacy. I myself have on numerous occasions 
attacked the crude reasoning of the ‘nothing-but’ school 
those, for instance, who on realizing that man is descended 
from a primitive ancestor, say that he is only a developed 
monkey; or on being persuaded that Freud’s theories are cor- 
rect, interpret all our higher mental activities in terms of sex. 
I shall not refer to it again here, except to say that Quillian 
seems to think that it is inherent in all evolutionary naturalistic 
systems. In this he is incorrect: as we shall see, the search for 
origins which not unnaturally so preoccupied the earlier 
evolutionists has now given place to the search for directions. 

Herbert Spencer, like most ethical philosophers, attempted 
to find some fixed standard by which to measure good. His 
standard was the increasing length, and the increasing breadth 
or quantity, of life attained. This was, so far as I am aware, 
the first attempt to use a biological or evolutionary standard 
for human ethics. It cannot, however, be accepted — for one 
thing because it cannot in point of fact be measured or esti- 
mated, for another because even if it were, it would not dis- 
tinguish between some of the less and the more desirable 
directions of evolution. 

Darwin, on the other hand, sought the ethical yardstick in 
man’s relation to society. He considered that obedience to the 
social instincts, as he called them, was moral, in contradistinc- 
tion to the following of individual instincts, and ascribed the 
sense of moral obligation (the feeling that a man ‘ought to 
regret his conduct’ when he has followed one kind of instinct 
rather than the other, though both are equally ‘natural’) to the 
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fact that the other-regarding instincts, though not more power- 
ful than the self-regarding, are more permanent. Darwin thus 
faced the crucial problem of the feehng of duty. And though 
his solution of it was, it must be confessed, a feeble one, it was 
impossible for him or anyone else of his epoch to give an 
adequate naturahstic explanation of it. 

W. K. Chfford, in his Lectures and Essays, put some of the 
implications of Darwin’s views in more philosophical terms. 
The brilUance and wide range of intellect which he showed 
before his untimely death at the age of thirty-four makes one 
wonder what he might have achieved in the way of maturer 
synthesis if he had lived. His chief innovation was the intro- 
duction of the idea of a ‘tribal self’ which represents the biologi- 
cal needs of the tribe or other social unit as opposed to those of 
the individual. Clifford accepted the lamarckian view that 
sentiments could become hereditary and instinctive by long 
repetition (although he also ascribes considerable power to 
natural selection, in determining what particular sentiments 
shall become ‘tribahzed’ in this way). Accordingly the ‘tribal 
self’ becomes embodied in conscience. And conscience is for 
him an instinct — ‘an instinctive desire for those things which 
conduce to the welfare of society’. Elsewhere he expressly 
asserts that ‘the spring of virtuous action is the social instinct’. 

In this the modern evolutionary naturalist finds three 
separate errors. First, instincts are quite certainly not inherited 
habits or sentiments; secondly, conscience is not an instinct in 
any sense in which that word can properly be used; and 
thirdly, he denies any virtue to purely individual activities. 
Nevertheless, it is his merit to have clearly pointed out the 
importance of the sentiments current in the social group for the 
development of conscience and of the social element in 
morality. He was thus among the first of the evolutionary social 
biologists. 

Leslie Stephen developed this viewpoint in a very inter- 
esting way. For one thing, he rightly rejected all lamarckian 
views as to the origin of the moral sense. He uses the term 
‘social tissue’ to denote the activities of men-in-society, of 
groups of individuals as social beings, not as units abstracted 
from their social surroundings. This is a somewhat unfortunate 
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term, which Stephen used as a result of his acceptance oi 
Comte’s idea that a society is truly an organism; m point o 
fact, the organismic concept of society is largely metaphonca , 
and apt to mislead its adherents into forcing social concepts into 
a too narrowly biological mould. If Stephen, with his robust 
rationalism, could have had at his disposal the facts of modern 
social anthropology and sociology-, we may hazard that he 
would have developed a much more satisfying vic\y of the 
cohesive forces and transmissive mechanisms of social exis- 
tence. Even so, there is no sign that he realized the difficulty 
of that other basic problem of ethics— the compulsive nature 
of the sense of moral obligation. Here his rationalism was too 
robust. He could write that ‘morality is the sum of the pre- 
servative instincts of society, and presumably of those which 
imply a desire for the good of the society itself’, without appar- 
ently noticing that such a definition leaves some of the most 
characteristic features of morality untouched. 

For some unexplained reason, the only twentieth-century 
representatives of evolutionary naturalism adequately dis- 
cussed by Quillian are ^Vestermarck and L. T. Hobhousc. 
Westermarck’s Origin and Development of Moral Ideas (1912- 
1917) was the first comprehensive treatment of morality on an 
anthropological basis, though Hobhouse in his Morals in 
Evolution (1915) wrote an important essay along similar lines. 
This school gives, first and foremost, an empirical account of 
the evolution of morality within human societies, rather than a 
philosophical explanation of the evolution of human morality 
from its pre-human origins. 

Hobhouse is pre-eminent among the evolutionary natural- 
ists in rejecting the ‘nothing-but’ line of approach, the attempt 
to explain the more developed entirely by the less developed. 
On the contrary, he refers to ‘those most intimate and sure 
experiences which reveal the true capabilities of the human 
soul’. However, although his contributions to the theory of 
ethics include a strong ground storey, in the shape of a natural 
history of primitive morals, he did not join this up satisfactorily 
with his philosophic superstructure, nor was he specially con- 
cerned with the firmness of its biological and psychological 
foundations. 
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The same may broadly be said of Westermarck, though in 
his case the factual material from anthropology was much more 
extensive, and the philosophic superstructure quite different. 
In fact, the chief conclusion which he drew was the sceptical 
one of ethical relativity (fully developed in his book of 1932 
with that title). Moral judgments are based on emotions; 
emotions lack objectivity; and the particular questions in- 
volved are derived from the particular social context in which 
they arise. ‘Society is the birthplace of the moral consciousness. 

. . . The first moral judgments expressed emotions felt by the 
society at large’. In general, he denies any ultimate vahdity 
to any particular moral judgment. 

I have discussed this question of ethical relativity in my 
lecture and in the notes thereon. We may summarize the 
modem position by saying that though the detailed develop- 
ment of studies on the natural history of morals seemed at one 
time to point to ethical chaos rather than true ethical rela- 
tivity, their further analysis showed that this only applies to 
minor variations of ethical expression. On a broader view, 
systems of ethics are definitely correlated with the major type 
of society in which they are found. This relativity, however, 
does not imply mere arbitrariness and lack of objective validity 
for ethics. But in order to disentangle essential correlations 
from unessential variations, we must leam to think in terms of 
direction rather than of static and immutable standards. Here, 
it seems, Westermarck was confused by the multiplicity and 
variety of the valuable facts of moral natural history which he 
himself had done so much to discover and put on record. 

This error ^vas a natural and perhaps an inevitable one in 
the early history of a complex and largely inductive subject. 
It was precisely the same error which led many biologists, 
impressed by the multiphcity and variety of the evolutionary 
facts and principles unearthed since Darwin’s day, to refuse 
validity to the idea of progress in evolution, and even to deny 
any meaning to the terms ‘higher’ and ‘lower in biology, in 
spite of the fact that these spring automatically to the mind in 
considering the difference between a mammal and a polyp, a 
daisy and a liverwort, a man and a fish. 

In discussing this school of thought, with obvious intent to 
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refute it, Quillian lays his chief stress on what he calls the 
crucial point in the moral theory of Evolutionary Naturalism — 
‘the transition from a purely descriptive account of the develop- 
ment of moral phenomena to a normative interpretation ol 
morality’. That it is here he intends to make his stand is clpr 
from the next sentence: — ‘Upon the validity of this transition 
depends the success of the attempt made by this school of 
philosophy to develop a non-rehgious theory of morality’. 
To illustrate his point concretely he writes of ethics as one of the 
normative sciences, ‘The important question for ethics is . what 
is the distinguishing character of that which we judge to be 
morally good or right? Here the mediate, good , enters as a 
new notion which is superadded to, and is derived from, the 
logical or casual relations established by means of description’ 
though, as he later points out, a normative science may also be 
descriptive. 

Personally, I should have thought that the important ques- 
tions for ethics were, first, why right and wrong is accompanied 
by a sense of obligation, with its peculiar compulsive quality, 
and secondly, whether there is any standard, apart from our 
own judgments or those of our society, for such peculiar 
assumptions. I have already pointed out that Quillian appears 
to imagine that, because he has to his own satisfaction confuted 
the earlier crude advocates of the theory, no later extension of 
knowledge or refinement of analysis will be of avail. This is in 
truth nonsense: it is precisely the new discoveries of deep 
psychology and the refinement of analysis employed by modem 
evolutionary theory which have for the first time made it 
possible to put forward a satisfactory naturalistic theory of 
ethics. 

Again, in one place he makes the extraordinary assertion 
that ‘one element in the moral consciousness which cannot be 
explained by a genetic account and which is of highest impor- 
tance is the rational element’. If this means anything, it means 
that human reason cannot be supposed to have originated 
naturally in the course of evolution, but must be due to Divine 
intervention— a conclusion with which few educated men 
would today agree! 

He devotes a whole section to the fact that none of the 
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‘evolutionary naturalists’ whom he discusses can explain the 
sense of obligation, but does not mention that recent represen- 
tatives of the school, notably Waddington and myself, have 
paid particular attention to the problem, and have suggested 
explanations which would account for it on naturahstic 
grounds.^ 

Finally, he dismisses all attempts to derive some external 
standard for rightness and wrongness from the facts of evolution 
by confuting some of the earlier and cruder ones, such as those 
based on utilitarianism. In particular, he makes no reference 
to recent analyses of the meaning of progress as an objective 
biological or evolutionary concept. 

However, I do not propose to spend more time on Quillian’s 
vie^vs. His work is only useful in bringing out the early history 
of the evolutionary theory of ethics, with all its errors and its 
inevitable imperfections. Further, he omits to mention cer- 
tain other important contributions to a naturalistic and evolu- 
tionary system of ethics which were made during the late nine- 
teenth century. Of these we must specially mention Marx’s 
‘dialectical materialism’ and its later development at the 
hands of Lenin, Trotsky, and other Russian Marxists. This 
was naturalistic in that it expressly repudiated any super- 
natural basis and any Absolute, and it was evolutionary in 
that it postulated existence as an irreversible process in time, 
each stage leading on to the next by the dialectical mechan- 
ism of conflict and the reconciliation of opposites in a higher 
synthesis. But on both counts it was limited. In spite of the 
fact that Marx’s main works were wntten well after the 
publication of the Origin of Species, the evolutionary concept 
is applied or illustrated almost exclusively from human 
society,^ and even within this field, Marx’s naturalistic analysis 


1 If this were due to ignorance, it might be more excusable; but he cites 
Waddington’s work in his bibliography! 

* It is true that Engels later, in his Dialectics of Nature, adopted the view that 
matter, life, mind and [human] society represented four 
levek in the development of nature, and stressed the impossibility of carr^g 
over biological laws bag and baggage from ammals into human ^ 

fact of [human] production means that the supposed struggle for existence is no 
longer concerned solely with the means of existence as but more isaj Ae 
meL of enjoyment and development’. (On this l^t point, by the way 
remark is ve^ similar to that of “Y g^ndfather, where he s^ke of 
‘struggle for enjoyment’). Further, as Needham points out in his History ts 
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was too restricted, in limiting the mechanism of social evolution 
to a class struggle, and one based only on economics. If only 
Marxism, before solidifydng into a dogmatic system, could 
have assimilated the data and ideas of modern sociolog>' and 
social anthropology, and had been willing to learn from 
biology instead of attempting to force biological facts into a 
dialectical strait-waistcoat, it would have been in an immensely 
stronger position. Its chief strength lay, and still lies, in apply- 
ing a naturahstic theory of evolution to the interpretation of 
human history. And if the Marxists are to be blamed for these 
shortcomings, the evolutionary biologists of the nineteenth 
century deserve equal blame for failing to perceive that social 
evolution is a process differing radically from biological evolu- 
tion, with its own law's and mechanisms and modalities, and 
not capable of explanation on purely biological postulates. 
Cimiously enough this recognition of the limitations of biology 
was not adequately made until well on in the present century 
(e.g., by H. S. Jennings), though now the autonomy of social 
evolution is generally admitted. 

In regard to the particular problem of ethics, though Marx 
regarded the ‘dialectical’ movement of history as pre-ordained 
and inevitable in broad outline, he also stressed the necessary 
role of human thought and wiU, human effort and sacrifice in 
bringing it about; and he further considered the fore-ordained 
end of the movement, the classless society, to be in some way 
good in itself, as well as providing the fullest bases for human 
well-being and happiness. Further, through his belief in the 
dialectical process, he considered that no real distinction was to 
be drawn between means and ends, since an objective which at 
one stage of the process is an end, may become a means once it is 


Our Side, modern Mar^m has regarded socialism as the inevitable continuation 
ol the evolution of life as a whole. However, the Marxists never took the 
trouble to analyse the process of biological evolution in detail as a help in 
ormmg a general theory of evolution, but have preferred to ‘interpret’ 
them m terms of that general theory, namely, dialectical materialism— wWch 
h^the convement property of being so elastic that it is applicable post hoc to 
almost any conceivable process of change. ^ 

thb subject it Should be pointed out that Engeb’ inclusion of 
^d ^ one of his emergent evolutionary leveb b logcially inadmissible 

staS \Vh?En^e'ls f ‘^ke its place in a series of objective 

m ^ presumably meant was the capacity of learning by 4peri- 
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achieved. In this he is certainly correct — so long as existence 
is considered only as a progress in time and its final state 
accordingly regarded as the highest end. This is, however, to 
limit the idea o^ end to one aspect only— namely, the state which 
comes latest in time. Marxism fails to take account of the most 
basic of all the contradictions of our existence, which must some- 
how be reconciled in thought if we are to have a satisfactory 
philosophy, and in action if we are to lead a satisfactory life — 
namely, that betw'een end as latest event and end as highest 
value; bet^veen individual life as part of a larger process, and as 
a series of events conferring varying degrees of satisfaction and 
fulfilment; between existence as a historical sequence in time 
and as a set of experiences to any of which time is largely 


irrelevant. , , 

It is this failure which enabled the Russian Marxists of the 

early revolution, like Lenin and Trotsky^, to take such a one- 
sided view of ethics. Thus Lenin could assert that. For us 
morahty is whoUy subordinated to the interests of the prole- 
tarian class struggle’, and that ‘We deny all morahty taken 
from . . . non-class conceptions’. Again, Trotsky, in lus inter- 
esting pamphlet, ^v^ites: ‘A means can be justified only by ite 
end. But the end in its turn needs to be justified. From the 
Marxist point of view . . . the end is justified if it leads to 
increasing the power of man over Nature and to the abohtion 
of the power of man over man’. And of morahty he says tha we 
must acknowledge ‘that morality is a product of social develop- 
ment; that there is nothing immutable about it; that it seivK 
social interests; and these interests 

morahty more than any other form of ideology has a cl^s 
character’. With most of this there will be J 

as wth his argument that in war and revolution much ot 

ordinary morah^, including even the most 
ments such as those against kilhng and l>ung, is 
rightly suspended, so that we cannot speak . 

gcnerll laws of morahty. But he disregards the ongin o A 
moral sense in the development of each one of us as weU 
fact that some moral laws have a general basis ( .g., P 


X s« V. I. Lenin. Religion. London (Uu-nce and Wishart). L. TroUky, 
Their Moral: and Ours. New York (Pioneer Publishers). 
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the dignity of the individual) and that some ends are of th« 
‘timeless’ sort I have just referred to, which have value ir 
themselves instead of as steps in the process of social evolutior 
and therefore as means to something else.^ 

This reduction of morality to an organ useful to a particulai 
group of men in a particular stage of society is,- of course, pari 
of Marx’s general ‘materialist conception of history’, accordine 
to which the outlook and cultural achievement of any period, 
including its ethics, are resultants of its economic system. Here 
the Marxists seem to have exaggerated a real and important 
thesis into a dangerous ‘nothing-but’ principle. Man’s ethics, 
like his art, are influenced by the economic state of society: 
but they are not wholly determined by it. A truly naturalistic 
theory must seek out every cause which contributes to form 
our ethics, and not concentrate on one alone. 


rv 


The modern period of evolutionary naturalism may be 
dated very precisely from the turn of the century, with the novd 
outlook of Freud in psychology and the Mendelians in biology. 

If Freud hardly merits the title of the Newton of psychology, 
we may perhaps claim that he was its Copernicus, introducing 
into Ms science a radically new conception, though one which 
was erroneous in many important details. For we must ack- 
nowledge that the greatest change since 1893 in our attitude 
towards the great problems of ethics has been due to the new 
facts and the new approach provided by modern psychology] 
and that in its turn owes its rise to the genius of Freud. It was 
tvvo years after my grandfather’s Romanes Lecture that 
Breuer and Freud, in their Studien uber Hysteric, gave us the first 
crude map of the new psychological world of the Unconscious; 


‘ As a counterpart to Dean Swift’s definitions of morality (p. wi) I cannot 

?nb-nrmnT social dcLcratie opjom 

ents. The morak of these gentlemen consist of conventional precepts and 
turns of speech which ^e supposed to screen their appetites, interests, aL fears. 
Rnt’it ” ^ holy sphere of personal mterests the end to them justifies any means 

this that they require special cod” of iS' 
vanable and at the same time clastic, like eood susnender«’ ’ 
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and it was the last year of the nineteenth century which wit- 
nessed the publication of Freud’s first independent book, in 
which he abandoned hypnosis for the slower but more effective 
methods of what we now call psycho-analysis. 

The full effect of Freud’s work did not begin to be felt until 
after the first World War. It then provoked counter-movements 
such as the schools of Jung and Adler, and led to spirited reac- 
tions on the part of more academic psychologists such as 
McDougall. But even where the conclusions of Freud were 
most vigorously denied or attacked, his genius had permeated. 
It is no longer possible for a psychologist to dispense with 
Freudian ideas, any more than it is possible for a biologist to 
dispense with Darwinian ideas. 

I have treated in my lecture of the bearings of psycho- 
analysis on ethics. But there is another side to the picture— that 
of genetics. It is an interesting historical fact that the origin and 
early development of what we might call ‘neo-psychology’ 
was almost precisely contemporaneous with that of neo- 
Mendelism; and both, though in quite different ways, had the 
most profound effects not merely within their special sphere of 
research, but on general scientific thought and broad human 
outlook. 

Freud’s Traumdeutung was published in 1900, the same year 
that saw the re-discovery of Mendel’s Laws. His theory 
reached the stage of general development in his Vorlesungen pir 
Einfuhrung in die Psychology in 1916, while neo-Mendelism 
reached the stage of generalization a year previously, with the 
publication of The Mechanism of Mendelian Heredity by Morgan, 
Sturtevant, Muller and Bridges. The inter-war period saw iht 
permeation of many fields and schools of psychology, and in- 
deed of general sociology, by Freud’s basic ideas of the uncon- 
scious and of repression, as well as witnessing the detailed de- 
velopment of psycho-analysis in the strict sense. In a similar 
way the same period witnessed an amazing development of neo- 
mendeUan analysis, together with the permeation of other 
branches of biology, such as taxononomy, cytology, plant and 
animal breeding, eugenics, and general evolution theory, by 
the basic neo-mendehan ideas of particulate inheritance, muta 
tion. and selection. 
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For our present purpose, modern genetics is of importance 
in several ways. It stresses the/aci of man’s immense genetic 
variability, and also the value of that fact, both for biological 
reasons and for its own sake. Ethics must include a respect for 
human difference; and the student of ethics must learn to dis- 
count the predispositions of those who, for inherent reasons of 
their genetic make-up, tend to attach either too much or too 
litde importance to feelings of guilt and sin, or to desires for 
rational completeness of moral outlook. Further, it warns us 
against exclusive preoccupation either with environment or 
with heredity in studying the growth of the moral sense or in 
assessing moral praise or blame. For while it seems certain that 
environment (in the shape of a particular relation with a 
mother or mother-substitute during a particular period of 
infancy) is necessary for the formation of an effective moral 


sense, yet it is at least equally certain, on the basis both of what 
we know about psychological development in general and of 
observation and scientific analysis, that differences in moral 
sense may often be due, wholly or in part, to differences in in- 
herited (genetic) predisposition. Thus, in general, typical 
extroverts tend to have a different moral attitude from typical 
introverts: and Kretschmer and his followers have made out a 


good case for a general correlation of rigid puritanical morality 
with the (genetically determined) asthenic type of body-build. 
To mention a recent example, E. and P. Slater^ have shown 
that genetic predisposition exists towards neuroses and psycho- 
pathi^, as well as summarizing similar evidence for schizo- 
phrenic and mamc-depressive states. Different types of 
morality are associated with these various conditions- thus 
neurotics and psychopaths when tested were found to disap- 
prove of more things, to be afraid of more things, and to enjoy 
fewer things, than normal people. 

The relevance of all this is that while better upbringing in 
early infancy, better social and economic conditions, better 
educabon, a better and more rational moral code, and greater 
freedom and opportunity would undoubtedly do away with 

^chiatry 7 : 49 
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much unrca&tic guilt and much exaggerauon or distortiou of 

moral sense, yet there tvill 

may call ‘moral temperament^ . Accordingly, there will be 
considerable number of people who are sub-moral , or per- 
haps it would be better to say relatively amoral with 
teak ethical tendencies; and the burden of prodding 
these up to an adequate intensity and level of ethica 
Sards will always devolve on those ^vith stronger moral 
predisposition. Per contra, there wU always be a certain pro- 
TmUorof ultra-moral people whose e^al - ou„m 
society’s needs, and requires to be moderated or restrained by 
those with a more reasonable moral temperament. 

Zdern gTuetics has also been important, m providing die 

basf for a comprehensive selectionis. theory of evolution 
Th^ah the earUer Mendelians were anu-se ecUomst, die 

jrS ?...»■ - “ ,t“ 

notable work The j^t^oTL a positive 
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produced, but as the major factor. Mut d 

material of '“.“^ggeded natural agencies of 
direction or g orthogenesis, have been 
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necessary. r i„-hnn and its results led to addi- 

The further analysis of ^ ^ fet adequately 

tional progress. In the top for generaOng 

pointed out, natural selectio , to use R- A. 

an extremely high degree o P co-adaptations 

Fisher’s later epigram. , theologians, to postulate a 

neither leads us, with the to doubt the 

Divine Designer, nor, vw j Cuenot, an ‘unconscious 
oower of selection or to demand, like t.uen , 
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purpose’ (whatever that may mean!) in nature. On the con- 
trar)', the more complex or apparently improbable they are — 
like the human eye or a bird’s wing — the better proof do 
they become for the moulding power of selection on evolving 
life. 

Then it has been demonstrated that ‘natural selection’ is 
not uniform, but covers a number of agencies of biological 
change, differing in their methods and their results, and agree- 
ing only in all leading to the differential survival of one type of 
individual or set of genes as against others. There is first the 
distinction between intra- and extra- (inter-) specific selection. 
The latter may involve a struggle for existence against the ad- 
verse forces of nature, or against other species, such as enemies 
or parasites. It in general promotes biological efficiency. Intra- 
specific selection, on the other hand, involves a struggle between 
members of the same species for something of which there is a 
limited supply, such as food, space, mates, or breeding territory; 
further, it is almost always unduly wasteful, it need not promote 
biological efficiency, and it may indeed (as tvith the intra- 
sexual struggle for mates in polygamous forms) produce results 
which are deleterious from the standpoint of the general 
biology of the species. Selection may also differ in sign 
according to conditions, being negative or change-resisting in 
certain conditions, positive or change-promoting in others. 

A parallel development has been the analysis of the results of 
evolution— the various trends obser\^able within it. Once more, 
it turned out that there is not one kind of trend only, but many! 
The most important are the following : the non-adaptive, bio- 
logically random trends to be seen in small isolated populations; 
small-scale adaptations; long-range adaptations or specializa- 
tions (including so-called degeneration, which is always an 
adaptation to a special mode of life, such as parasitism) ; and 
true_ biological progress. Of the large-scale adaptations 
speciahzation is sharply marked off from progress through it 
^ways and me%'itably coming to a limit, after wliich nothing 
but smaU-scale change is possible; w-hereas after a progressive 

large-scale 

Analysis of the particular line of progress leading to our- 
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selves shows that man is, even biologically speaking, a quite 
peculiar and indeed unique organism (Huxley, op. at). Further- 
more, once he was definitely evolved, new methods of evolution 
came to dominate the scene, taking over the major role in pro- 
ducing change. In man, selection may still operate, but it is 
(except to a minor degree) no longer natural selection in the 
proper sense, involving differential survival of certain genetic 
n-pes Most change is now produced by the differential survival 
of idias or machines or social systems. The (infra-specific) 
struggle for existence between these may be very intense as 
befrveen rival nomadic warlike tribes, or between modem 
‘super-states’ in the conditions of total war. Machin^ gives 
many examples (notably among the Red Indians) of the 
former and of its effects in developing a particular tye of 
ethics and social code; and we have just seen how powerfiil Ae 
results of the latter may be, in the virtually complete wiping 
out of the social system concerned with modern German 


culture in Europe. _ 

Further, as my grandfather pointed out (p. 57). “e 
struggle between individuals in human society is not a struggle 
for exltence at all, but a “struggle for the means of enjo^^ent ; 
and the dinners in this struggle may be the losen .n the * 
sidiaiy biological straggle for difrerentjal " ‘"“i 

trated by the differential birth-rate as between classes of different 

wealth and status in recent industrial societies. _ 

A further important contribution to the scienUfic back- 
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I have not referred to any influence of modern physics on 
our problem, for I do not consider that the influence is destined 
to remain. A, S. Eddington may have sought to safeguard the 
doctrine of free will and moral responsibility by appealing to 
the (extremely small!) degree of indeterminism resulting from 
Heisenberg’s Uncertainty Principle; but I agree with Professor 
Stebbing in thinking that his reasoning was unsound and that 
neither Heisenberg’s Principle nor any other of the peculiarities 
of modern quantum physics have any real relevance for the 
patterns of freewill or morahty. 

On the contrary, it is the growth of biology which is shed- 
ding light on our problem. Modern physics is now seen to be a 
science of the highest degree of abstractness, abstracting from 
reality everything which cannot be dealt with mathematically. 
Biology, on the other hand, by demonstrating that man, albeit 


an extremely peculiar organism, has evolved from louver organ- 
isms by natural means, that all life is part of a single process, 
and that life must have developed from “not-life” during a 
pecuhar phase of our planet’s history, forces us to pay attention 
to a great many other attributes of reality— such as sensation, 
perception, emotion, rational insight, and purpose. We cannot 
abstract these from the biological facts without sacrificing 
something of biological reality, for they play an important role 
in the later reaches of biological evolution. Furthermore, in 
the final stage of evolution constituted by man, not only 
mind but values play an essential part. And if, as is 
undoubtedly the case, the biological facts are but part of a true 
unity of nature, then in failing to pay attention to these 
attributes, both those of mind and those of value, physicists 
are sacrificing something of reality in general. In a sense this 
is not their fault, for physics is a domain in which these attri- 
butes of reality are particularly imperceptible. However, now 
that biology has drawn attention to their validity as attributes 
of reality (or the world-stuff, if you prefer) when it has attained 
a certam level and type of organization, the physicists must 
give up ^ying ^ draw ultimate and general conclusions from 
physics alone. The field of physics is the best in which to studv 
the propertiw of sub-atomic particles; but the field of animal 
and human bioloty is the best in which to study those of mind. 
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Finally, the introduction of the evolutionary idea has not 
only become basic to biology, by demonstrating that the whole 
of the phenomena of life can be looked at as a single process; 
it is becoming part of the general background of science as a 
whole. It is now possible to outline a generahzed theory of 
evolution, which apphes not only to plants and animals but 
also to inorganic matter on the one hand, and human societies 
on the other. Evolution in this extended sense is still a single 
process, though divisible into very distinct sectors. And in this 
single process both mind and values play their part m due 
course and ethics is seen not only as a product but also as an 


agency in the later history of the process. 

Furthermore, since in the process of evolution values 
emerge, they must be taken into account by the scientist. We 
find values not merely emerging from the evolutionary process, 
but playing an active part in its latest phase; we know as an 
immediate and obvious fact that there are higher and lower 
values • we discover as a result of scientific analysis that there 
are more and less desirable or valuable directions in evolution. 
And so it comes about that, since the extended scientific world- 
view based on the theory of evolution must take account ot 
mind and values, it is capable of performing a function which a 
purely physical world-view can never achieve: in addition to 
providing us with knowledge and an intellectual outlook and 
approach, it can give us guidance. It can thus aid in the con- 
section of a scientific morality, whereas the contribution of 
physics to any new religious or general outlook is hrmted 
one section of what we may caU the theological aspect. 

To these generaUzations and their imphcations _ 
return in the concluding section. Here, ^ 
introducuon, we can turn to what my grandfather actuaUy 


wrote in 1893. 
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T. H. HUXLEY 
EVOLUTION AND ETHICS 

(l) PROLEGOMENA 

[1894] 

IT MAY he safely assumed that, two thousand years ago, before 
Csesar set foot in southern Britain, the whole country-side 
visible from the windows of the room in which I write, was in 
what is called ‘the state of nature’. Except, it may be, by raising 
a few sepulchral mounds, such as those which still, here and 
there, break the flowing contours of the downs, man’s hands 
had made no mark upon it; and the thin veil of vegetation 
which overspread the broad-backed heights and the shelving 
sides of the coombs was unaffected by his industry. The native 
grasses and weeds, the scattered patches of gorse, contended 
with one another for the possession of the scanty surface soil ; 
they fought against the droughts of summer, the frosts of winter, 
and the furious gales which swept, with unbroken force, now 
from the Atlantic, and now from the North Sea, at all times of 
the year; they filled up, as they best might, the gaps made in 
their ranks by aU sorts of underground and overground animal 
ravagers. One year with another, an average population, the 
floating balance of the unceasing struggle for existence among 
the indigenous plants, maintained itself. It is as little to be 
doubted, that an essentially similar state of nature prevailed, in 
this region, for many thousand years before the coming of 
Caesar; and there is no assignable reason for denying that it 
might continue to exist through an equally prolonged futurity 
except for the intervention of man. 

Reckoned by our customary standards of duration, the native 
vegetation, like the ‘everlasting hills’ which it clothes, seems a 
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type of permanence. The little Amarella Gentians, which 
abound in some places to-day, are the descendants of those that 
were trodden underfoot by the prehistoric savages who have 
left their flint tools about, here and there; and they followed 
ancestors which, in the climate of the glacial epoch, probably 
flourished better than they do now. Compared with the long 
past of this humble plant, all the history of civilized men is but 
an episode. 

Yet nothing is more certain than that, measured by the 
liberal scale of time-keeping of the universe, this present state 
of nature, however it may seem to have gone and to go on for 
ever, is but a fleeting phase of her infinite variety; merely the 
last of the series of changes which the earth’s surface has under- 
gone in the course of the millions of years of its existence. Turn 
back a square foot of the thin turf, and the solid foundation of 
the land, exposed in cliffs of chalk five hundred feet high on 
the adjacent shore, yields full assurance of a time when the sea 
covered the site of the ‘everlasting hills’ ; and when the vegeta- 
tion of what land lay nearest, was as different from the present 
Flora of the Sussex Downs, as that of Central Africa now is.^ 
No less certain is it that, between the time during which the 
chalk was formed and that at which the original turf came into 
existence, thousands of centuries elapsed, in the course of which, 
the state of nature of the ages during which the chalk was 
deposited, passed into that which now is, by changes so slow 
that, in the coming and going of the generations of men, had 
such witnessed them, the contemporary conditions would have 
seemed to be unchanging and unchangeable. 

But it is also certain that, before the deposition of the chalk, 
a vastly longer period had elapsed, throughout which it is easy 
to follow the traces of the same process of ceaseless modification 
and of the internecine struggle for existence of living things; and 
that even when we can get no further back, it is not because 
there is any reason to think we have reached the beginmng, but 
because the trail of the most ancient life remains hidden, or has 
become obhterated. 

Thus that state of nature of the world of plants, which we 

I See ‘On a piece of Chalk’ in the preceding volume of these Essays (vol. viii, 

D. il. 
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began by considering, is far from possessing the attribute of 
permanence. Rather its very essence is impermanence. It may 
have lasted twenty or thirty thousand years, it may last for 
twenty or thirty thousand years more, without obvious change ; 
but, as surely as it has followed upon a very different state, so 
it will be followed by an equally different condition. That 
which endures is not one or another association of living forms, 
but the process of which the cosmos is the product, and of which 
these are among the transitory expressions. And in the hving 
world, one of the most characteristic features of this cosmic 
process is the struggle for existence, the competition of each with 
all, the result of which is the selection, that is to say, the survival 
of those forms which, on the whole, are best adapted to the 
conditions which at any period obtain; and which are, there- 
fore, in that respect, and only in that respect, the fittest.^ The 
acme reached by the cosmic process in the vegetation of the 
downs is seen in the turf, with its weeds and gorse. Under the 
conditions, they have come out of the struggle victorious; 
and, by surviving, have proved that they are the fittest to 
survive. 


That the state of nature, at any time, is a temporary phase 
of a process of incessant change, which has been going on for 
innumerable ages, appears to me to be a proposition as well 
Ktabhshed as any in modem history. Paleontology assures us, 
m addition, that the ancient philosophers who, with less reason’ 
held the same doctrine, erred in supposing that the phases 
formed a cycle, exactly repeating the past, exactly foreshadow- 
mg the future, in their rotations. On the contrary, it furnishes 
us with conclusive reasons for thinking that, if every link in the 
ancestry of these humble indigenous plants had been preserved 
and were accessible to us, the whole would present a convergine 
senes of fo^ of gradually diminishing complexity, until at 
some Penod m the history of the earth, far more remote than 
any of which organic remains have yet been discovered, they 

from the year i86a till now See ^ ^ ? insisted upon repeatedly 

Persistent Types’ (1862) the oaleontnlncnV,! and 

believe, first set forth. ’ ^ proofs of this proposition were, I 
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would merge in those low groups among which the boundaries 
between animal and vegetable life become effaced.^ 

The word ‘evolution’, now generally applied to the cosmic 
process, has had a singular history, and is used in various senses.* 
Taken in its popular signification it means progressive develop- 
ment, that is, gradual change from a condition of relative uni- 
formity to one of relative complexity; but its connotation has 
been ^videned to include the phenomena of retrogressive meta- 
morphosis, that is, of progress from a condition of relative com- 
plexity to one of relative uniformity. 

As a natural process, of the same character as the develop- 
ment of a tree from its seed, or of a fowl from its egg, evolution 
excludes creation and all other kinds of supernatural interven- 
tion. As the expression of a fixed order, every stage of which is 
the effect of causes operating according to definite rules, the 
conception of evolution no less excludes that of chance. It is 
ver)' desirable to remember that evolution is not an explanation 
of the cosmic process, but merely a generalized statement of the 
method and results of that process. And, further, that, if there 
is proof that the cosmic process was set going by any agent, 
then that agent will be the creator of it and of all its products, 
although supernatural intervention may remain strictly excluded 
from its further course. 

So far as that limited revelation of the nature of things, 
which we call scientific knowledge, has yet gone, it tends, with 
constantly increasing emphasis, to the belief that, not merely 
the world of plants, but that of animals; not merely living 
things, but the whole fabric of the earth; not merely our planet, 
but the whole solar system; not merely our star and its satellites, 
but the millions of similar bodies which bear witness to the 
order which pervades boundless space, and has endured through 
boundless times; are all working out their predestined courses 
of evolution. 

With none of these have I anything to do, at present, except 
with that exhibited by the forms of life which tenant the earth. 
All plants and animals exhibit the tendency to vary, the causes 

i‘On the Border Territory between the Animal and the Vegetable 
Kingdoms’, Essays, vol. viii, p. 162. 

• See ‘Evolution in Biology’, Essays, vol. ii, p. 187. 
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of which have yet to be ascertained ; it is the tendency of 
conditions of life, at any given time, while favouring the exist- 
ence of the variations best adapted to them, to oppose that of 
the rest and thus to exercise selection ; and all living things tend 
to multiply wthout limit, while the means of support arc 
limited; the obvious cause of which is the production of off- 
spring more numerous than their progenitors, but with equal 
expectation of life in the actuarial sense. Without the first ten- 
dency there could be no evolution. Without the second, there 
would be no good reason w'hy one variation should disappear 
and another take its place; that is to say, there would be no 
selection. AVithout the third, the struggle for existence, the 
agent of the selective process in the state of nature, would 
vanish.^ 

Granting the existence of these tendencies, all the known 
facts of the history of plants and of animals may be brought into 
rational correlation. And this is more than can be said for any 
other hypothesis that I know of. Such h)q)otheses, for example, 
as that of the existence of a primitive, orderless chaos; of a 
passive and sluggish eternal matter moulded, with but partial 
success, by archetypal ideas; of a brand-new world-stuff sud- 
denly created and swiftly shaped by a supernatural power; 
receive no encouragement, but the contrary, from our present 
knowledge. That our earth may once have formed part of a 
nebulous cosmic magma is certainly possible, indeed seems 
highly probable; but there is no reason to doubt that order 
reigned there, as completely as amidst what we regard as the 
most finished works of nature or of man.* The faith which is 
bom of knowledge, finds its object in an eternal order, bringing 
forth ceaseless change, through endless time, in endless space; 
the manifestations of the cosmic energy alternating between 
phases of potentiality and phases of explication. It may be that, 
^ Kant suggests,* every cosmic magma predestined to evolve 
into a new world, has been the no less predestined end of a 
vanished predecessor. 


^ CoUtcUd Essays, vol. ii, passim. 

* Ibid., vol. iv, p. 138; vol. v, pp. 71-73. 
’ Ibid., voL viii, p. 321. 



38 


EVOLUTION AND ETHICS 


n 

Three or four years have elapsed since the state of nature, 
to which I have referred, was brought to an end, so far as a 
small patch of the soil is concerned, by the intervention of man. 
The patch was cut off from the rest by a wall; within the area 
thus protected, the native vegetation was, as far as possible, 
extirpated; while a colony of strange plants was imported and 
set down in its place. In short, it was made into a garden. At 
the present time, this artificially treated area presents an aspect 
extraordinarily different from that of so much of the land as 
remains in the state of nature, outside the wall. Trees, shrubs, 
and herbs, many of them appertaining to the state of nature of 
remote parts of the globe, abound and flourish. Moreover, 
considerable quantities of vegetables, fruits, and flowers are 
produced, of kinds which neither now exist, nor have ever 
existed, except under conditions such as obtain in the garden; 
and which, therefore, are as much works of the art of man as the 
frames and glass-houses in which some of them are raised. That 
the ‘state of Art’, thus created in the state of nature by man, is 
sustained by and dependent on him, would at once become 
apparent, if the watchful supervision of the gardener were with- 
drawn, and the antagonistic influences of the general cosmic 
process were no longer sedulously warded off, or coimteracted. 
The walls and gates would decay; quadrupedal and bipedal 
intruders would devour and tread down the useful and beautiful 
plants; birds, insects, blight, and mildew would work their will; 
the seeds of the native plants, carried by winds or other agen- 
cies, would immigrate, and in virtue of their long-earned special 
adaptation to the locd conditions, these despised native weeds 
would soon choke their choice exotic rivals. A century or two 
hence, little beyond the foundations of the wall and of the housra 
and frames woxild be left, in evidence of the victory of the cosmic 
powers at work in the state of nature, over the temporary 
obstacles to their supremacy, set up by the art of the horti- 
culturist. 

It will be admitted that the garden is as much a work of 
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art,^ or artifice, as anything that can be mentioned. The energy 
localized in certain human bodies, directed by similarly local 
ized intellects, has produced a collocation of other materia 
bodies which could not be brought about in the state of nature 
the same proposition is true of all the works of man’s hands 
from a flint implement to a cathedral or a chronometer; and ii 
is because it is true, that we call these things artificial, tern 
them works of art, or artifice, by way of distinguishing then 
from the products of the cosmic process, working outside man 
which we call natural, or works of nature. The distinction thu: 
drawn between the works of nature and those of man, is uni 
versally recognized; and it is, as I conceive, both useful anc 
justifiable. 


m 


No doubt, it may be properly urged that the operation ol 
human energy and intelligence, which has brought into exist- 
ence and maintains the garden, by what I have called ‘the hor- 
ticultural process’, is, strictly speaking, part and parcel of the 
cosmic process. And no one could more readily agree to that 
proposition than I. In fact, I do not know that any one has 
taken more pains than I have, during the last thirty years, to 
insist upon the doctrine, so much reviled in the early part of 
that period, that man, physical, intellectual, and moral, is as 
much a part of nature, as purely a product of the cosmic pro- 
cess, as the humblest weed.^ 

^ But if, following up this admission, it is urged that, such 
being the case, the cosmic process cannot be in antagonism with 
that horticultural process which is part of itself— I can only 
reply, that if the conclusion that the two are antagonistic is 
logically absurd, I am sorry for logic, because, as we have seen, 
the fact is so. The garden is in the same position as every other 
work of man s art; it is a result of the cosmic process working 
through and by human energy' and intelligence; and, as is the 

becoming narrowed; ‘work of Art’ to most 
people means a picture, a statue, or a piece of bijouterie-, by way of compensation 
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case with every other artificial thing set up in the state of 
nature, the influences of the latter are constantly tending to 
break it down and destroy it. No doubt, the Forth bridge and 
an ironclad in the offing, arc, in ultimate resort, products of 
the cosmic process; as much so as the river which flows imder 
the one, or the sea-water on which the other floats. Neverthe- 
less, every breeze strains the bridge a little, every tide does 
something to weaken its foxmdations; every change of tempera- 
ture alters the adjustment of its parts, produces friction and 
consequent wear and tear. From time to time, the bridge must 
be repaired, just as the ironclad must go into dock; simply 
because nature is always tending to reclaim that which W 
child, man, has borrowed firom her and has arranged in com- 
binations which are not those favoured by the general cosmic 
process. 

Thus, it is not only true that the cosmic energy, working 
through man upon a portion of the plant world, opposes the 
same energy as it works through the state of nature, but a similar 
antagonism is everywhere manifest between the artificial and 
the natural. Even in the state of nature itself, what is the 
struggle for existence but the antagonism of the results of the 
cosmic process in the region of life, one to another?^ 


IV 


Not only is the state of nature hostile to the state of art of 
the garden; but the principle of the horticultural process, by 
which the latter is created and maintained, is antithetic to that 
of the cosmic process. The characteristic feature of the latter 
is the intense and unceasing competition of the stmggle for 
existence. The characteristic of the former is the eliimnation 
of that struggle, by the removal of the conditions which give 
rise to it. The tendency of the cosmic process is to bring about 
the adjustment of the forms of plant life to the current condi- 
tions ; the tendency of the horticultural process is the adjustment 

> Or to put the case still more simply. When a man lays hold of the two ends 
of a niece of strine and pulls them, with intent to break it, the right arm is 
antijomsm to the left arm; yet both arms denve their 

enogy mm the same oripnal source. 
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of the conditions to the needs of the forms of plant life which 
the gardener desires to raise. 

The cosmic process uses unrestricted multiphcation as the 
means whereby hundreds compete for the place and nourish- 
ment adequate for one; it employs frost and drought to cut off 
the weak and unfortunate; to survive, there is need not only of 
strength, but of flexibility and of good fortune. 

The gardener, on the other hand, restricts multiplication ; 
provides that each plant shall have sufficient space and nourish- 
ment; protects from frost and drought; and, in every other way, 
attempts to modify the conditions, in such a manner as to bring 
about the survival of those forms which most nearly approach 
the standard of the useful, or the beautiful, which he has in his 
mind. 

If the fruits and the tubers, the foliage and the flowers thus 
obtained, reach, or sufficiently approach, that ideal, there is no 
reason why the status quo attained should not be indefinitely 
prolonged. So long as the state of nature remains approximately 
the same, so long will the energy and intelligence which created 
the garden suffice to maintain it. However, the limits within 
which this mastery of man over nature can be maintained are 
narrow. If the conditions of the cretaceous epoch returned, I 
fear the most skilful of gardeners would have to give up the 
cultivation of apples and gooseberries; while, if those of the 
glacial period once again obtained, open asparagus beds would 
be superfluous, and the training of fruit trees against the most 
favourable of south walls, a waste of time and trouble. 

But it is extremely important to note that, the state of nature 
remaining the same, if the produce does not satisfy the gar- 
dener, it may be made to approach his ideal more closely, 
i^though the struggle for existence may be at end, the possi- 
bility of progress remains. In discussions on these topics, it is 
often strangely forgotten that the essential conditions of the 
modification, or evolution, of living things are variation and 
hereditary transmission. Selection is the means by which cer- 
tain variations are favoured and their progeny preserved. But 
the struggle for existence is only one of the means by which 
selection may be effected. The endless varieties of cultivated 
flowers, fiaiits, roots, tubers, and bulbs are not products of 
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selection by means of the struggle for existence, but of direct 
selection, in view of an ideal of utility or beauty. Amidst a 
multitude of plants, occupying the same station and subjected 
to the same conditions, in the garden, varieties arise. The 
varieties tending in a given direction are preserved, and the rest 
are destroyed. And the same process takes place among the 
varieties until, for example, the wild kale becomes a cabbage, 
or the wild Viola tricolor a prize pansy. 


V 


The process of colonization presents analogies to the forma- 
tion of a garden which are highly instructive. Suppose a ship- 
load of Enghsh colonists sent to form a settlement, in such a 
country as Tasmania was in the middle of the last century. On 
landing, they find themselves in the midst of a state of nature, 
widely different from that left behind them in everything but 
the most general physical conditions. The common plants, the 
common birds and quadrupeds, are as totally distinct as the 
men from anything to be seen on the side of the globe from 
which they come. The colonists proceed to put an end to this 
state of things over as large an area as they desire to occupy. 
They clear away the native vegetation, extirpate or drive out 
the animal population, so far as may be necessary, and take 
measures to defend themselves from the re-immigration of either. 
In their place, they introduce Enghsh grain and fruit trees; 
Enghsh dogs, sheep, cattle, horses; and Enghsh men; in fact, 
they set up a new Flora and Fauna and a new variety of man- 
kind, within the old state of nature. Their farms and pastures 
represent a garden on a great scale, and themselves the gar- 
deners who have to keep it up, in watchful antagomsm to the 
old regime. Considered as a whole, the colony is a composite 
unit introduced into the old state of nature; and, thenceforward, 
a competitor in the struggle for existence, to conquer or be 


vanquished. . , u * r 

Under the conditions supposed, there is no doubt ot the 

result, if the work of the colonists be carried out energeticaUy 
and with intelligent combination of ah their forces. On the 
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Other hand, if they are slothful, stupid, and careless; or if they 
waste their energies in contests with one another, the chances 
are that the old state of nature will have the best of it. The 
native savage will destroy the immigrant civilized man ; of the 
English animals and plants some will be extirpated by their 
indigenous rivals, others will pass into the feral state and them- 
selves become components of the state of nature. In a few 
decades, all other traces of the settlement will have vanished. 


VI 

Let us now imagine that some administrative authority, as 
far superior in power and intelligence to men, as men are to 
their cattle, is set over the colony, charged to deal with its 
human elements in such a manner as to assure the victory of 
the settlement over the antagonistic influences of the state of 
nature in which it is set down. He would proceed in the same 
fashion as that in which the gardener dealt with his garden. In 
the first place, he would, as far as possible, put a stop to the 
influence of external competition by thoroughly extirpating and 
excluding the native rivals, whether men, beasts, or plants, 
i^d our administrator would select his human agents, with a 
view to his ideal of a successful colony, just as the gardener 
selects his plants with a view to his ideal of useful or beautiful 
products. 

In the second place, in order that no struggle for the means 
of e^tence between these human agents should weaken the 
eflSciency of the corporate whole in the battle with the state of 
nature, he would make arrangements by which each would be 
provided with those means; and would be relieved from the 
fe^ of being deprived of them by his stronger or more cunning 
fellows. Laws, sanctioned by the combined force of the colony 
would restrain the s^-assertion of each man within the limits 
required for the maintenance of peace. In other words, the 
cosimc struggle for existence, as between man and man, would 
be rigorously suppressed; and selection, by its means, would be 
as completely excluded as it is from the garden 
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At the same time, the obstacles to the full development of 
the capacities of the colonists by other conditions of the state of 
nature than those already mentioned, would be removed by 
the creation of artificial conditions of existence of a more 
favourable character. Protection against extremes of heat and 
cold would be afforded by houses and clothing; drainage and 
irrigation works would antagonize the effects of excessive rain 
and excessive drought; roads, bridges, canals, carriages, and 
ships would overcome the natural obstacles to locomotion and 
transport; mechanical engines would supplement the natural 
strength of men and of their draught animals; hygienic pre- 
cautions would check, or remove, the natural causes of disease. 
With every step of this progress in civilization, the colonists 
would become more and more independent of the state of 
nature; more and more, their hves would be conditioned by a 
state of art. In order to attain his ends, the administrator would 
have to avail himself of the courage, industry, and co-operative 
intelhgence of the settlers; and it is plain that the interest of 
the community would be best served by increasing the propor- 
tion of persons who possess such qualities, and dimimshing that 
of persons devoid of them. In other words, by selection directed 
towards an ideal. 

Thus the administrator might look to the estabhshment of 
an earthly paradise, a true garden of Eden, in which all things 
should work together towards the well-being of the gardeners: 
within which the cosmic process, the coarse struggle for exist- 
ence of the state of nature, should be abolished; in which that 
state should be replaced by a state of art; where every plant 
and every low'er animal should be adapted to human wants, 
and would perish if human supervision and protection were 
withdrawn; where men themselves should have been selected, 
with a view to their efficiency as organs for the performance of 
the functions of a perfected society. And this ideal poHcy would 
have been brought about, not by gradually adjusting the men 
to the conditions around them, but by creating arUficial con- 
ditions for them; not by allowing the free play of the struple 
for existence, but by excluding that struggle; and^by substi- 
tuting selection directed towards the admimstrator s ideal f 
the selection it exercises. 
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But the Eden would have its serpent, and a very subtle 
beast too. Man shares with the rest of the living world the 
mighty instinct of reproduction and its consequence, the ten- 
dency to multiply with great rapidity. The better the measures 
of the administrator achieved their object, the more completely 
the destructive agencies of the state of nature were defeated, 
the less would that multiplication be checked. 

On the other hand, within the colony, the enforcement of 
peace, which deprives every man of the power to take away 
the means of existence from another, simply because he is the 
stronger, would have put an end to the struggle for existence 
between the colonists, and the competition for the commodities 
of existence, which would alone remain, is no check upon 
population. 

Thus, as soon as the colonists began to multiply, the admin- 
istrator would have to face the tendency to the reintroduction 
of the cosmic struggle into his artificial fabric, in consequence 
of the competition, not merely for the commodities, but for the 
means of existence. When the colony reached the limit of 
possible expansion, the surplus population must be disposed of 
somehow; or the fierce struggle for existence must recommence 
and destroy that peace, which is the fundamental condition of 
the maintenance of the state of art against the state of nature. 

Supposing the administrator to be guided by purely scien- 
tific considerations, he would, like the gardener, meet this most 
serious difficulty by systematic extirpation, or exclusion, of the 
superfluous. The hopelessly diseased, the infirm, aged, the weak 
or deformed in body or in mind, the excess of infants born, 
would be put away, as the gardener pulls up defective and 
superfluous plants, or the breeder destroys undesirable cattle. 
Only the strong and the healthy, carefully matched, with a view 
to the progeny best adapted to the purposes of the adminis- 
trator, would be permitted to perpetuate their kind. 


vm 

Of the more thoroughgoing of the multitudinous attempts 
to a.pply the principles of cosmic evolution, or what are sud- 
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posed to be such, to social and political problems, which have 
appeared of late years, a considerable proportion appear to me 
to be based upon the notion that human society is competent 
to furnish, from its own resources, an administrator of the Tcinr^ 
I have imagined. The pigeons, in short, are to be their own 
Sir John Sebright.^ A despotic government, whether individual 
or collective, is to be endowed vdth the preternatural intelli- 
gence, and with what, I am afraid, many will consider the 
preternatural ruthlessness, required for the purpose of carrying 
out the principle of improvement by selection, with the some- 
what drastic thoroughness upon which the success of the method 
depends. Experience certainly does not justify us in lim iting 
the ruthlessness of individual “saviours of society”; and, on the 
weU-known grounds of the aphorism which denies both body 
and soul to corporations, it seems probable (indeed the belief 
is not without support in history) that a collective despotism, a 
mob got to believe in its own divine right by demagogic mis- 
sionaries, would be capable of more thorough work in this 
direction than any single tyrant, puffed up with the same 
illusion, has ever achieved. But intelligence is another affair. 
The fact that ‘saviours of society’ take to that trade is evidence 
enough that they have none to spare. And such as they possess 
is generally sold to the capitalists of physical force on whose 
resources they depend. However, I doubt whether even the 
keenest judge of character, if he had before him a hundred boys 
and girls under fourteen, could pick out, with the least chance 
of success, those who should be kept, as certain to be serviceable 
members of the polity, and those who should be chloroformed, 
as equally sure to be stupid, idle, or vicious. The ‘points’ of a 
good or of a bad citizen are reaUy far harder to discern than 
those of a puppy or a short-hom calf; many do not show them- 
selves before the practical difficulties of life stimulate manhood 
to full exertion. And by that time the mischief is done. The 
evil stock, if it be one, has had time to multiply, and selection 
is nullified. 


* Not that the conception of such a sodety is necessarily based upon the 
idea of evolution. The Platonic state testifies to the contrary. 



PROLEGOMENA 


47 


IX 

I have other reasons for fearing that this logical ideal of 
evolutionary regimentation — this pigeon-fanciers’ polity — is un- 
attainable. In the absence of any such a severely scientific 
administrator as we have been dreaming of, human society is 
kept together by bonds of such a singular character, that the 
attempt to perfect society after his fashion would run serious 
risk of loosening them. 

Social organization is not peculiar to men. Other societies, 
such as those constituted by bees and ants, have also arisen out 
of the advantage of co-operation in the struggle for existence; 
and their resemblances to, and their differences from, human 
society are alike instructive. The society formed by the hive 
bee fulfils the ideal of the communistic aphorism ‘to each 
according to his needs, from each according to his capacity.’ 
Within it, the struggle for existence is strictly limited. Queen, 
drones, and workers have each their allotted sufiiciency of food ; 
each performs the function assigned to it in the economy of the 
hive, and all contribute to the success of the whole co-operative 
society in its competition vvdth rival collectors of nectar and 
pollen and with other enemies, in the state of nature without. 
In the same sense as the garden, or the colony, is a work of 
human art, the bee polity is a work of apiarian art, brought 
about by the cosmic process, working through the organization 
of the hymenopterous type. 

Now this society is the direct product of an organic neces- 
sity, impelling every member of it to a course of action which 
tends to the good of the whole. Each bee has its duty and none 
has any rights. Whether bees are susceptible of feeling and 
capable of thought is a question which cannot be dogmatically 
answered. As a pious opinion, I am disposed to deny them 
more than the merest rudiments of consciousness.^ But it is 
curious to reflect that a thoughtful drone (workers and queens 
would have no leisure for speculation) with a turn for ethical 
philosophy, must needs profess himself an intuitive moralist of 

tt Automatism’; vol. v., ‘Prologue’, pp. 45 
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the purest water. He would point out, with perfect justice, 
that the devotion of the workers to a life of ceaseless toil for a 
mere subsistence wage, cannot be accounted for either by 
enlightened selfishness, or by any other sort of utilitarian 
motives; since these bees begin to work, without experience or 
reflection, as they emerge firom the cell in which they are 
hatched. Plainly, an eternal and immutable principle, innate 
in each bee, can alone account for the phenomena. On the 
other hand, the biologist, who traces out all the extant stages 
of gradation between solitary and hive bees, as clearly sees in 
the latter, simply the perfection of an automatic mechanism, 
hammered out by the blows of the struggle for existence upon 
the progeny of the former, during long ages of constant variation. 


I see no reason to doubt that, at its origin, human society 
was as much a product of organic necessity as that of the bees.^ 
The human family, to begin with, rested upon exactly the same 
conditions as those which gave rise to similar associations among 
animak lowcr in the scale. Further, it is easy to see that every 
increase in the duration of the family ties, with the resulting 
co-operation of a larger and larger number of descendants for 
protection and defence, would give the famiUes in which such 
modification took place a distinct advantage over the others. 
And, as in the hive, the progressive limitation of the struggle 
for istence between the members of the family would involve 
increasing efficiency as regards outside competition. 

But there is this vast and fimdamental difference between 
bee society and human society. In the former, the members of 
the society are each organically predestined to the perfor^w 
of one particular class of fimetions only. If they were endowed 
with desires, each could desire to perform none but those offices 
for which its organization specially fits it; and which, m view 
of the good of the whole, it is proper it should do. So long as a 
new queen does not make her appearance, nvalnes and com- 
petition are absent from the bee polity. 

*■ ColUeted Essies, vol. v., Prologue, pp. 5®‘54* 
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Among mankind, on the contrary, there is no such pre- 
destination to a sharply defined place in the social organism. 
However much men may differ in the quaUty of their intellects, 
the intensity of their passions, and the delicacy of their sensa- 
tions, it cannot be said that one is fitted by his organization to 
be an agricultural labourer and nothing else, and another to 
be a landowner and nothing else. Moreover, with all their 
enormous differences in natural endowment, men agree in one 
thing, and that is their innate desire to enjoy the pleasures and 
to escape the pains of life 5 and, in short, to do nothing but that 
which it pleases them to do, without the least reference to the 
welfare of the society into which they are born. That is their 
inheritance (the reality at the bottom of the doctrine of original 
sin) from the long series of ancestors, human and semi-human 
and brutal, in whom the strength of this innate tendency to 
self-assertion was the condition of victory in the struggle for 
existence. That is the reason of the aviditas vitis ^ — the insatiable 
hunger for enjoyment — of all mankind, which is one of the 
essential conditions of success in the war with the state of nature 
outside; and yet the sure agent of the destruction of society if 
allowed free play within. 

The check upon this free play of self-assertion, or natural 
liberty, which is the necessary condition for the origin of human 
society, is the product of organic necessities of a different kind 
from those upon which the constitution of the hive depends. 
One of these is the mutual affection of parent and offspring, 
intensified by the long infancy of the human species. But the 
most important is the tendency, so strongly developed in man, 
to reproduce in himself actions and feelings similar to, or corre- 
lated with, those of other men. Man is the most consummate 
of all mimics in the animal world; none but himself can draw 
or model; none comes near him in the scope, variety, and 
exactness of vocal imitation; none is such a master of gesture; 
while he seems to be impelled thus to imitate for the pure 
pleasure of it. And there is no such another emotional chame- 
leon. By a purely reflex operation of the mind, we take the hue 
of passion of those who are about us, or, it may be, the com- 
plementary colour. It is not by any conscious ‘putting one’s 
‘ See below. Romanes Lecture, note 7. 
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self in the place’ of a joyful or a suffering person that the state 
of mind we call sympathy usually arises^; indeed, it is often 
contrary to one’s sense of right, and in spite of one’s will, that 
‘fellow-feeling makes us wondrous kind’, or the reverse. How- 
ever complete may be the indifference to public opinion, in a 
cool, intellectual view, of the traditional sage, it has not yet been 
my fortune to meet with any actual sage who took its hostile 
manifestations \vith entire equanimity. Indeed, I doubt if the 
philosopher lives, or ever has lived, who could know himself to 
be heartily despised by a street boy without some irritation. 
And, though one cannot justify Haman for wishing to hang 
Mordecai on such a very high gibbet, yet, really, the con- 
sciousness of the Vizier of Ahasuerus, as he went in and out of 
the gate, that this obscure Jew had no respect for him, must have 
been very annoying.* 

It is needful only to look around us, to see that the greatest 
restrainer of the anti-social tendencies of men is fear, not of the 
law, but of the opinion of their fellows. The conventions of 
honour bind men who break legal, moral, and religious bonds; 
and, while people endure the extremity of physical pain rather 
than part with life, shame drives the weakest to suicide. 

Every forward step of social progress brings men into closer 
relations with their fellows, and increases the importance of the 
pleasures and pains derived from sympathy. We judge the acts 
of others by our own sympathies, and we judge our own acts 
by the sympathies of others, every day and all day long, from 
childhood upwards, until associations, as indissoluble as those 
of language, are formed between certain acts and the feelings 
of approbation or disapprobation. It becomes impossible to 


‘ Adam Smith makes the pithy observation that the man who sympathizes 
with a woman in childbed, cannot be said to put himself in her place. (‘The 
Theory of the Moral Sentiments’, Part vii, sec. iii, chap, i.) Perhaps thwe is 
more humour than force in the example; and, in spite of tks and other obser- 
vations of the same tenor, I think that the one defect of Ae remarkable work 
in which it occurs is that it lays too much stress on conscious substitution, too 
little on purely reflex sympathy. 

•Esther v Q-it. ‘ . but when Haman saw Mordecai in the king’s 

gate, that he ’stood not up, nor moved for him, he was full of indignation 
Mcrteai. ... Aid Ham« ..Jd .h™ of .he glo^ of h« neha . ^. 
and all the things wherem the kmg had promoted him. . . . Yet aU t^ 
availeth me nothmg, so long as I see Mordecai the Jew sitting at the kings 
gate.’ What a shrewd exposure of human weakness it is! 
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imarine some acts without disapprobation, or others without 
approbation of the actor, whether he be one’s self, or any one 
else. We come to think in the acquired dialect of morals. An 
artificial personality, the ‘man within’, as Adam Smith^ caUs 
conscience, is built up beside the natural personality. He is the 
watchman of society, charged to restrain the anti-social ten- 
dencies of the natural man within the limits required by social 
welfare. 


XI 

I have termed this evolution of the feelings out of which the 
primitive bonds of human society are so largely forged, into the 
organized and personified sympathy we call conscience, the 
ethical process. ^ So far as it tends to make any human society 
more efficient in the struggle for existence with the state of 
nature, or with other societies, it worb in harmonious contrast 
with the cosmic process.® But it is none the less true that, since 
law and morals are restraints upon the struggle for existence 
between men in society, the ethical process is in opposition to 
the principle of the cosmic process, and tends to the suppression 
of the qu^ties best fitted for success in that struggle.* 

It is further to be observed that, just as the self-assertion, 
necessary to the maintenance of society against the state of 
nature, will destroy that society if it is allowed free operation 
within; so the self-restraint, the essence of the ethical process, 
which is no less an essential condition of the existence of every 
polity, may, by excess, become ruinous to it. 

Moralists of all ages and of all faiths, attending only to the 
relations of men towards one another in an ideal society, have 
agreed upon the ‘golden rule’, ‘Do as you would be done by.’ 
In other words, let sympathy be your guide; put yourself in the 
place of the man towards whom your action is directed ; and do 

‘‘Theory of the Moral Sentiments’, Part iii, chap. 3. On thi influenci and 
authority of conscience. 

• Worked out, in its essential features, chiefly by Hartley and Adam Smith 
long before the modem doctrine of evolution was thought of. See A'ote belo\'. 

p. 

* See the essay ‘On the Struggle for Existence in Human Society’ below, 
and Collected Essays, vol. i, p. 276, for Kant’s recognition of these facts. 
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to him what you would like to have done to yourself under the 
circumstances. However much one may admire the generosity 
of such a rule of conduct; however confident one may be that 
average men may be thoroughly depended upon not to carry 
it out to its full logical consequences; it is nevertheless desirable 
to recognize the fact that these consequences are incompatible 
with the existence of a civil state, under any circumstances of 
this world which have obtained, or, so far as one can see, are, 
likely to come to pass. 

For I imagine there can be no doubt that the great desire 
of every wTongdoer is to escape from the painful consequences 
of his actions. If I put myself in the place of the man who has 
robbed me, I find that I am possessed by an exceeding desire 
not to be fined or imprisoned; if in that of the man who has 
smitten me on one cheek, I contemplate with satisfaction the 
absence of any worse result than the turning of the other cheek 
for like treatment. Strictly observed, the ‘golden rule’ involves 
the negation of law by the refusal to put it in motion against 
law-breakers; and, as regards the external relations of a polity, 
it is the refusal to continue the struggle for existence. It can be 
obeyed, even partially, only under the protection of a society 
which repudiates it. Without such shelter, the followers of the 
‘golden rule’ may indulge in hopes of heaven, but they must 
reckon with the certainty that other people will be masters of 
the earth. 

What would become of the garden if the gardener treated 
all the weeds and slugs and birds and trespassers as he would 
like to be treated, if he were in their place? 


xn 

Under the preceding heads, I have endeavoured to repre- 
sent in broad, but I hope faithful, outlines the essential featmes 
of the state of nature and of that cosmic process of which it is 
the outcome, so far as was needful for my argument; I have 
contrasted with the state of nature the state of art, produced by 
human intelligence and energy, as it is exemplified by a garden; 
and I have shown that the state of art, here and elsewhere, can 
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be maintained only by the constant counteraction of the hostile 
influences of the state of nature. Further, I have pointed out 
that the ‘horticultural process’ which thus sets itself against the 
‘cosmic process’ is opposed to the latter in principle, m so to 
as it tends to arrest the struggle for existence, by restraimng the 
multiplication which is one of the chief causes of that strugg e, 
and by creating artificial conditions of life, better adapted to 
the cultivated plants than are the conditions of the state of 
nature. And I have dwelt upon the fact that, though the pro- 
gressive modification, which is the consequence of the struggle 
for existence in the state of nature, is at an end, such modifica- 
tion may still be effected by that selection, in view of an ideal of 
usefulness, or of pleasantness, to man, of which the state of 
nature knows nothing. 

I have proceeded to show that a colony, set down in a 
country in the state of nature, presents close analogies with a 
garden; and I have indicated the course of action which an 
administrator, able and willing to carry out horticultural prin- 
ciples, would adopt, in order to secure the success of such a 
newly formed polity, supposing it to be capable of indefinite 
expansion. In the contrary case, I have shown that difficulties 
must arise; that the unlimited increase of the population over a 
limited area must, sooner or later, reintroduce into the colony 
that struggle for the means of existence between the colonists, 
which it was the primary object of the administrator to exclude, 
insomuch as it is fatal to the mutual peace which is the prime 
condition of the union of men in society. 

I have briefly described the nature of the only radical cure, 
known to me, for the disease which would thus threaten the 
existence of the colony; and, however regretfully, I have been 
obliged to admit that this rigorously scientific method of apply- 
ing the principles of evolution to human society hardly comes 
within the region of practical politics ; not for want of will on the 
part of a great many people; but because, for one reason, there 
is no hope that mere human beings will ever possess enough 
intelligence to select the fittest. And I have adduced other 
grounds for arriving at the same conclusion. 

I have pointed out that human society took its rise in the 
organic necessities expressed by imitation and by the sym- 
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pathetic emotions; and that, in the struggle for existence with 
the state of nature and with other societies, as part of it, those 
in which men were thus led to close co-operation had a great 
advantage.^ But, since each man retained more or less of the 
faculties common to all the rest, and especially a full share of 
the desire for unUmited self-gratification, the struggle for exist- 
ence within society could only be gradually eliminated. So long 
as any of it remained, society continued to be an imperfect 
instrument of the struggle for existence and, consequently, was 
improvable by the selective influence of that struggle. Other 
things being alike, the tribe of savages in which order was best 
maintained ; in which there was most security within the tribe 
and the most loyal mutual support outside it, would be the 
survivors. 

I have termed this gradual strengthening of the social bond, 
which, though it arrests the struggle for existence inside society, 
up to a certain point improves the chances of society, as a 
corporate whole, in the cosmic struggle — the ethical process. I 
have endeavoured to show that, when the ethical process has 
advanced so far as to secure every member of the society in the 
possession of the means of existence, the struggle for existence, 
as between man and man, within that society is, ipso facto, at an 
end. And, as it is undeniable that the most highly civilized 
societies have substantially reached this position, it follows that, 
so far as they are concerned, the struggle for existence can play 
no important part within them.^ In other words, the kind of 
evolution which is brought about in the state of nature cannot 
take place. 

I have further shown cause for the belief that direct selec- 
tion, after the fashion of the horticulturist and the breeder, 
neither has played, nor can play, any important part in the 
evolution of society; apart from other reasons, because I do not 
see how such selection could be practised without a serious 
weakening, it may be the destruction, of the bonds which hold 


1 ColUcUd Essays, vol. v, Prologue, p. 52. 

•Whether the struggle for existence wth the state of nature wth otto 
societies, so far as they stand in the relation of the state of nature 
a selective influence upon modern society, and m what directi , . ? ^ 

Lt easy to answer. tL problem of the effect of military and mdustnal warfare 

uDon those who wage it is very complicated. 
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society together. It strikes me that men who are accustomed to 
contemplate the active or passive extirpation of the weak, the 
unfortunate, and the superfluous; who justify that conduct on 
the ground that it has the sanction of the cosmic process, and is 
the only way of ensuring the progress of the race; who, if they 
are consistent, must rank medicine among the black arts and 
count the physician a mischievous preserver of the unfit; on 
whose matrimonial undertakings the principles of the stud have 
the chief influence; whose whole lives, therefore, are an educa- 
tion in the noble art of suppressing natural affection and sym- 
pathy, are not likely to have any large stock of these commodities 
left. But, without them, there is no conscience, nor any restraint 
on the conduct of men, except the calculation of self-interest, 
the balancing of certain present gratifications against doubtful 
future pains; and experience tells us how much that is worth. 
Every day, we see firm believers in the hell of the theologians 
commit acts by which, as they believe when cool, they risk 
eternal punishment; while they hold back from those which are 
opposed to the sympathies of their associates. 


xm 

That progressive modification of civilization which passes 
by the name of the ‘evolution of society’, is, in fact, a process 
of an essentially different character, both from that which brings 
about the evolution of species, in the state of nature, and from 
that which gives rise to the evolution of varieties, in the state 
of art. 

There can be no doubt that vast changes have taken place 
in English civilization since the reign of the Tudors. But I am 
not aware of a particle of evidence in favour of the conclusion 
that this evolutionary process has been accompanied by any 
modification of the physical, or the mental, characters of the 
men who have been the subjects of it. I have not met with any 
grounds for suspecting that the average Englishmen of to-day 
are sensibly different from those that Shakspere knew and 
drew. We look into his magic mirror of the Elizabethan age, 
and behold, nowise darkly, the presentment of ourselves. 
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During these three centuries, from the reign of Elizabeth to 
that of Victoria, the struggle for existence between man and 
man has been so largely restrained among the great mass of 
the population (except for one or two short intervals of civil 
war), that it can have had little, or no, selective operation. As 
to anything comparable to direct selection, it has been practised 
on so small a scale that it may also be neglected. The criminal 
law, in so far as by putting to death, or by subjecting to long 
periods of imprisonment, those who infringe its provisions, it 
prevents the propagation of hereditary criminal tendencies; 
and the poor-law, in so far as it separates married couples, 
whose destitution arises from hereditary defects of character, 
are doubtless selective agents operating in favour of the non- 
criminal and the more effective members of society. But the 
proportion of the population which they influence is very small; 
and, generally, the hereditary criminal and the hereditary 
pauper have propagated their kind before the law affects them. 
In a large proportion of cases, crime and pauperism have 
nothing to do with heredity; but are the consequence, partly, 
of circumstances and, partly, of the possession of quahties, 
which, under different conditions of life, might have excited 
esteem and even admiration. It was a shrewd man of the world 
who, in discussing sewage problems, remarked that dirt is 
riches in the wrong place; and that sound aphorism has mora 
applications. The benevolence and open-handed generosity 
wltich adorn a rich man, may make a pauper of a poor one 
the energy and courage to which the successful soldier owes ^s 
rise™ool and daring subdety to which the great &ancter 
ow4 his fortune, may very easily, under 
ditions, lead their possessors to the gaUow , or “ 

Moreover, it is fairly probable that the ^ 

will receive from their other parent just that little modification 

of character which makes all the difference. I sometimes wo 

?er Aether people, who talk so freely about «nrpatmg the 

unfit, ever dispassionately consider their 

one must be -ry ‘fitS »deed, not to 

perhaps two, in one s liie, wne ^ 

casv to qualify for a place among the unbt . 

I^mv bXf the innate quaUties, physical, mteUectual, and 
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moral, of our nation have remained substantially the same fbi 
the last four or five centuries. If the struggle for existence has 
affected us to any serious extent (and I doubt it) it has been, 
indirectly, through our military and industrial wars with other 
nations. 


XIV 


What is often called the struggle for existence in society (I 
plead guilty of having used the term too loosely myself), is a 
contest, not for the means of existence, but for the means of 
enjoyment. Those who occupy the first places in this practical 
competitive examination are the rich and the influential; those 
who fail, more or less, occupy the lower places, down to the 
squalid obscurity of the pauper and the criminal. Upon the most 
liberal estimate, I suppose the former group will not amount 
to two per cent, of the population. I doubt if the latter exceeds 
another two per cent.; but let it be supposed, for the sake of 
argument, that it is as great as five per cent.* 

As it is only in the latter group that anything comparable 
to the struggle for existence in the state of nature can take place ; 
as it is only among this twentieth of the whole people that 
numerous men, women, and children die of rapid or slow 
starvation, or of the diseases incidental to permanently bad 
conditions of life; and as there is nothing to prevent their 
multiplication before they are killed off, while, in spite of 
greater infant mortality, they increase faster than the rich ; it 
seems clear that the struggle for existence in this class can have 
no appreciable selective influence upon the other 95 per cent, 
of the population. 

What sort of a sheep breeder would he be who should 
content himself with picking out the worst fifty out of a thousand, 
leaving them on a barren common till the weakest starved, and 
then letting the survivors go back to mix with the rest? And 
the parallel is too favourable; since in a large number of cases 

the actual poor and the convicted criminals are neither the 
weakest nor the worst. 
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In the struggle for the means of enjoyment, the qualities 
which ensure success arc energy, industry, intellectual capacity, 
tenacity of purpose, and, at least as much sympathy as is 
necessary to make a man understand the feelings of his fellows. 
Were there none of those artificial arrangements by wMch fools 
and knaves are kept at the top of society instead of sinking to 
their natural place at the bottom,' the struggle for the means of 
enjoyment would ensure a constant circulation of the human 
units of the social compound, from the bottom to the top and 
fi-om the top to the bottom. The survivors of the contest, those 
who continued to form the great bulk of the polity, would not 
be those ‘fittest’ who got to the very top, but the great body of 
the moderately ‘fit’, whose numbers and superior propagative 
power, enable them always to swamp the exceptionally endowed 

minority. , ^ i. ..v. 

I think it must be obvious to every one, that, whether we 

consider the internal or the external interests of society, it is 
desirable they should be in the hands of those who are endowed 
with the largest share of energy, of mdustry, of intellecmal 
capacity, of tenacity of purpose, while they are not devoid o 
sySipathetic humanity; and, in so far as the struggle for the 
meam of enjoyment tends to place such men in possession o 
wealth and influence, it is a process which tends to 
society. But the process, as we have seen, has no real r^em- 
blance to that wlX:h adapts living beings to 

in the state of nature; nor any to the artificial selection of the 
horticulturist. 


XV 


.jirrsx “-IsS 

favourable than those of the state of nature, to the ena 

> I h.v. cUrwhere I.mcairf “3 
faciUtating the descent of incapacity. Adminisiran 

Essays, vol. i, p- 54* 
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facilitating the free expansion of the innate faculties of the 
citizen, so far as it is consistent with the general good. And the 
business of the moral and political philosopher appears to me 
to be the ascertainment, by the same method of observation, 
experiment, and ratiocination, as is practised in other kinds of 
scientific work, of the course of conduct which will best conduce 
to that end. 


But, supposing this course of conduct to be scientifically 
determined and carefully followed out, it cannot put an end to 
the struggle for existence in the state of nature; and it will not 
so much as tend, in any way, to the adaptation of man to that 
state. Even should the whole human race be absorbed in one 


vast polity, within which ‘absolute political justice’ reigns, the 
struggle for existence with the state of nature outside it, and the 
tendency to the return of the struggle within, in consequence 
of over-multiplication, will remain; and, unless men’s inherit- 


ance from the ancestors who fought a good fight in the state of 
nature, their dose of original sin, is rooted out by some method 
at present unrevealed, at any rate to disbelievers in super- 
naturalism, every child born into the world will still bring with 
him the instinct of unlimited self-assertion. He will have to 
learn^ the lesson of self-restraint and renunciation. But the 
practice of self-restraint and renunciation is not happiness, 
though it may be something much better. 

That man, as a political animal’, is susceptible of a vast 
amount of improvement, by education, by instruction, and by 
the application of his intelligence to the adaptation of the con- 
ations of life to his higher needs, I entertain not the slightest 
doubt. But, so long as he remains liable to error, intellectual 
or moral ; so long as he is compelled to be perpetually on guard 
against the cosmic forces, whose ends are not his ends, without 
and wiAin himself; so long as he is haunted by inexpugnable 
memones and hopeless aspirations; so long as the recognition 
his intellectual limitations forces him to acknowledge his 
incapacity to penetrate the mystery of existence; the prospect 
of attaining untroubled happiness, or of a state which cL, even 

miT of perfection, appears to me to be as 

msleading an illusion as ever was dangled before the eyes of 
poor humamty. And there have been many of them. 
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That ^vhich lies before the human race is a constant struggle 
to maintain and improve, in opposition to the State of Nature, 
the State of Art of an organized polity; in which, and by which, 
man may develop a worthy cmhzation, capable of maintaining 
and constandy improving itself, until the evolution of our globe 
shall have entered so far upon its downward course that the 
cosmic process resumes its sway; and, once more, the State of 
Nature prevails over the surface of our planet. 


Note (see p il)— It seems the fashion nowadays to ignore HarUey; though, 
a century- and a half ago, he not only laid the foundations but built up much of 
the superstructure of a true theory of the Evolution of the intellectual and moral 
faculties. He speaks of what I have termed the ethical process as our Prop«s 
from Self-interest to Self-annihilation’. Observations on Man (1749), vol. 11, p. 28 . 


(2) EVOLUTION AND ETHICS 

[The Romanes Lecture, 1893] 


Soleo enim et in aliena castra tramire, non tanquam transfuga 
scd tanquam explorator. (L. Ann^i Seneca Epist. II, 4-) 


THERE IS a delightful child’s stor>', known by the tide of'Jack 
and the Bean-stalk’, with which my contemporanes who are 
present will be familiar. But so many of our grave and reverend 
funiors have been brought up on severer intellectual diet, and 
perhaps, have become acquainted mth fairyland only through 
primers of comparative mythology, that it may be needfd 
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to reach a world which, to many, is probably strange, by the 
help of a bean. It is, as you know, a simple, inert-looking thi ng. 
Yet, if planted under proper conditions, of which sufficient 
warmth is one of the most important, it manifests active powers 
of a ver\' remarkable kind. A small green seedling emerges, 
rises to the surface of the soil, rapidly increases in size and, at 
the same time, undergoes a series of metamorphoses which do 
not excite our wonder as much as those which meet us in 
legendary history', merely because they are to be seen every day 
and all day long. 

By insensible steps, the plant builds itself up into a large and 
various fabric of root, stem, leaves, flowers, and fruit, every one 
moulded within and without in accordance with an extremely 
complex but, at the same time, minutely defined pattern. In 
each of these complicated structures, as in their smallest con- 
stituents, there is an immanent energy which, in harmony with 
that resident in all the others, incessantly works towards the 
maintenance of the whole and the efficient performance of the 
part which it has to play in the economy of nature. But no 
sooner has the edifice, reared with such exact elaboration, 
attained completeness, than it begins to crumble. By degrees, 
the plant withers and disappears from view, leaving behind 
more or fewer apparently inert and simple bodies, just like the 
bean from which it sprang; and, like it, endowed with the 
potentiality of giving rise to a similar cycle of manifestations. 

Neither the poetic nor the scientific imagination is put to 
much strain in the search after analogies with this process of 
going forth and, as it were, returning to the starting-point. It 
may be likened to the ascent and descent of a slung stone, or 
the course of an arrow along its trajectory'. Or we may say 
that the living energy takes first an upward and then a down- 
ward road. Or it may seem preferable to compare the expan- 
sion of the germ into the full-grown plant, to the unfolding of a 
fan, or to the rolling forth and widening of a stream ; and thus 
to arrive at the conception of ‘development’, or ‘evolution’. 
Here as elsewhere, names are ‘noise and smoke’ ; the important 
point is to have a clear and adequate conception of the fact 
signified by a name. And, in this case, the fact is the Sisy- 
phean process, in the course of which, the living and growing 



62 EVOLtmON AND ETHICS 

plant passes from the relative simplicity and latent potentiality 
ot the seed to the M epiphany of a highly differentiated type, 
thence to fall back to simplicity and potentiality. 

The value of a strong intellectual grasp of the nature of this 
process lies in the circumstance that what is true of the bean is 
true of living things in general. From very low forms up to the 
highest— in the animal no less than in the vegetable kingdom— 
the process of life presents the same appearance^ of cyclical 
evolution. Nay, we have but to cast our eyes over the rest of 
the world and cyclical change presents itself on all sides. It 
meets us in the water that flows to the sea and returns to the 
springs; in the heavenly bodies that wax and wane, go and 
return to their places; in the inexorable sequence of the ages 
of man’s life; in that successive rise, apogee, and fall of dynas- 
ties and of states which is the most prominent topic of civU 


history. • r * 

As no man fording a swift stream can dip his foot twice mto 

the same water, so no man can, ivith exactness, affirm of 
anything in the sensible world that it is.^ As he utters the wor^, 
nay, as he thinks them, the predicate ceases to be applicable; 
the present has become the past; the ‘is’ should be was And 
the more we learn of the nature of things, the more evident is 
it that what we caU rest is only unperceived activity; that 
seeming peace is silent but strenuous battle. In every part, at 
every moment, the state of the cosmos is the expression of a 
transitory adjustment of contending forces; a scene of strife, 
in which^aU the combatants fall in turn, mat is true of each 

Dart is true of the whole. Natural knowledge tends more and 

Lre to the conclusion that ‘aU the choir of heaveii and furm- 
ture of the earth’ are the transitory forms of parcels of cosmic 

rubs„nding along the road of evolution 

nntentialitv through endless growths of sun and planet an 
Satellite - through all varieties of matter; through mfirute diver- 
sitiefof life and thought; possibly, through modes of being of 
wW h we neither hal a conception, nor are competent 
.nv back to the indefinable latency from which they 

arose. Thus the most obvious attribute of the oo™ ^ 
Tt assumes the aspect not so much of a p 
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endures save the flow of energy and the rational order which 
pervades it. 

We have climbed our bean-stalk and have reached a won- 
derland in which the common and the familiar become things 
new and strange. In the exploration of the cosmic process thus 
typified, the highest intelligence of man finds inexhaustible 
employment; giants are subdued to our service; and the 
spiritual affections of the contemplative philosopher are engaged 
by beauties worthy of eternal constancy. 

But there is another aspect of the cosmic process, so perfect 
as a mechanism, so beautiful as a work of art. Where the cos- 
mopoietic energy works through sentient beings, there arises, 
among its other manifestations, that which we call pain or 
suffering. This baleful product of evolution increases in quan- 
tity, and in intensity, with advancing grades of animal organi- 
zation, until it attains its highest level in man. Further, the 
consummation is not reached in man, the mere animal; nor in 
man, the whole or half savage; but only in man, the member 
of an organized polity. And it is a necessary consequence of his 
attempt to live in this way; that is, under those conditions which 
are essential to the full development of his noblest powers. 

Man, the animal, in fact, has worked his way to the head- 
ship of the sentient world, and has become the superb animal 
which he is, in virtue of his success in the struggle for existence. 
The conditions ha\dng been of a certain order, man’s organiza- 
tion has adjusted itself to them better than that of his com- 
petitors in the cosmic strife. In the case of mankind, the self- 
assertion, the unscrupulous seizing upon all that can be grasped, 
the tenacious holding of all that can be kept, which constitute 
the essence of the struggle for existence, have answered. For 
his successful progress, throughout the savage state, man has 
been largely indebted to those quahties which he shares with 
the ape and the tiger; his exceptional physical organization; 
his cunning, his sociability, his curiosity, and his imitativeness; 
his ruthless and ferocious destructiveness when his anger is 
roused by opposition. 

But, in proportion as men have passed from anarchy to 
social organization, and in proportion as civilization has grown 
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in worth, these deeply ingrained serviceable qualities have 
become defects. After the manner of successful persons, civil- 
ized man would gladly kick down the ladder hy which he has 
chmbed. He would be only too pleased to see ‘the ape and 
tiger die’. But they decline to suit his convenience; and the 
unwelcome intrusion of these boon companions of his hot youth 
into the ranged existence of civil life adds pains and griefs, 
innumerable and immeasurably great, to those which the 
cosmic process necessarily brings on the mere animal. In fact, 
civilized man brands all these ape and tiger promptings with 
the name of sins; he punishes many of the acts which flow 
from them as crimes ; and, in extreme cases, he does his b«t 
to put an end to the survival of the fittest of former days by 


axe and rope. , , 

I have said that civilized man has reached this point; the 

assertion is perhaps too broad and gener^; I had better put 
it that ethical man has attained thereto. The sci^ce of e Aics 
professes to fiimish us with a reasoned rule of Me; to tell us 
what is right action and why it is so. Whatever differences of 
opinion may exist among the experts, there is a general con- 
sensus that the ape and tiger methods of the stniggle for exist- 
ence are not reconcilable with sound ethical prmciples. 


The hero of our story descended the bean-stalk, and cam 
back to the common world, where fare and work were 
hard* where ugly competitors were much 
beautiful princesses; and where the everlasting battie with setf 
was much less sure to be crowned with victory than a ura- 

S; of wonder, full of beauty, and a. *= «n.e 

- S'er ‘tbLe b no, a 
sanction for morality in the ways of the cosmos. 

Theories of the univene. in whichjhe concept 
tion plays a leading part, were extant at least sue 
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before our era. Certain knowledge of them, in the fifth century, 
reaches us from localities as distant as the valley of the Ganges 
and the Asiatic coasts of the JEgean. To the early philosophers 
of Hindostan, no less than to those of Ionia, the salient and 
characteristic feature of the phenomenal world was its change- 
fulness; the unresting flow of all things, through birth to visible 
being and thence to not being, in which they could discern no 
sign of a beginning and for which they saw no prospect of an 
ending. It was no less plain to some of these antique fore- 
runners of modem philosophy that suffering is the badge of all 
the tribe of sentient things; that it is no accidental accompani- 
ment, but an essential constituent of the cosmic process. The 
energetic Greek might find fierce joys in a world in which 
‘strife is father and king’ ; but the old Aryan spirit was subdued 
to quietism in the Indian sage; the mist of suffering which 
spread over humanity hid everything else from his view; to him 
life was one with suffering and suffering with life. 

In Hindostan, as in Ionia, a period of relatively high and 
tolerably stable civilization had succeeded long ages of semi- 
barbarism and struggle. Out of wealth and security had come 
leisure and refinement, and, close at their heels, had followed 
the malady of thought. To the struggle for bare existence, 
which never ends, though it may be alleviated and partially 
disguised for a fortunate few, succeeded the struggle to make 
existence intelligible and to bring the order of things into har- 
mony with the moral sense of man, which also never ends, but, 
for the thinking few, becomes keener with every increase of 
knowledge and with every step towards the realization of a 
worthy ideal of life. 

Two thousand five hundred years ago, the value of civiliza- 
tion was ^ apparent as it is now; then, as now, it was obvious 
that only in the garden of an orderly polity can the finest fruits 
humanity is capable of bearing be produced. But it had also 
become evident that the blessings of culture were not unmixed 
The garden was apt to turn into a hothouse. The stimulation 
of the senses, the pampering of the emotions, endlessly multi- 
plied the sources of pleasure. The constant wdening of the 
intellectual field indefinitely extended the range of that especi- 
aUy human faculty of looking before and after, which adds to 
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the fleeting present those old and new worlds of the past and 
the future, wherein men dwell the more the higher their culture. 

But that very sharpening of the sense and that subtle refine- 
ment of emotion, which brought such a wealth of pleasures, 
were fatally attended by a proportional enlargement of the 
capacity for suffering; and the divine faculty of imagmation, 
wWle it created new heavens and new earths, provided them 
with the corresponding hells of futile regret for the past and 
morbid anxiety for the future.^ Finally, the inevitable penalty 
of over-stimulation, exhaustion, opened the gates of civilization 
to its great enemy, ennui; the stale and flat weanness when 
man Sights not, nor woman neither; when all thmgs are 
varSty and vexation; and life seems not worth living except to 

"u tomfJantSdwisdom. halowed by tradition and 
able dooms of ancestr quesUon. 

professing “ f" their credentials; judges them by 

Cultured reflection k ^s 

Its own standards, nna y, g • rarely much more 

into “fot ‘t^^^ adoption of foregone conclusions, 

than a decent pretexi loi /;,„„rirtant elements m such 

systents is the conception of jusnee. So^^9^^ ^ 

those who are associated ag t^,. 

conduct towards one a"”* > “ apeement; and, so 

steadiness with which they ab de t,te bond of 

far as they weaver *at ” ' ,t,uld not hunt in 

tnciety is 'VlaiThorgh unexpressed, understanding 

packs except for the re , ^ , during the chase. The 
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the force of the whole body against individuals who violate it 
and in favour of those who observe it. This observance of a 
common understanding, with the consequent distribution of 
punishments and rewards according to accepted rules, received 
the name of justice, while the contrary was called injustice. 
Early ethics did not take much note of the animus of the violator 
of the rules. But civilization could not advance far, without 
the estabhshment of a capital distinction between the case of 
involuntary and that of wilful misdeed; between a merely 
wrong action and a guilty one. And, with increasing refine- 
ment of moral appreciation, the problem of desert, which arises 
out of this distinction, acquired more and more theoretical and 
practical importance. If life must be given for life, yet it was 
recognized that the unintentional slayer did not altogether 
deserve death; and, by a sort of compromise between the public 
and the private conception ofjustice, a sanctuary was provided 
in which he might take refuge from the avenger of blood. 

The idea ofjustice thus underwent a gradual sublimation 
from punishment and reward according to acts, to punishment 
and reward according to desert; or, in other \vords, according 
to motive. Righteousness, that is, action from right motive, 
not only became synonymous with justice, but the positive 
constituent of innocence and the very heart of goodness. 


Now when the ancient sage, whether Indian or Greek, who 
had attained to this conception of goodness, looked the world, 
and especially human life, in the face, he found it as hard as we 
do to bring the course of evolution into harmony with even the 

elementary requirements of the ethical ideal of the just and the 
good. 


If there is one thing plainer than another, it is that neither 
the pleasures nor the pains of life, in the merely animal world 
are d^tributed according to desert; for it is admittedly impos- 
sible for the lower orders of sentient beings to deserve either 
the one or the other. If there is a generalization from the facts 
of human life which has the assent of thoughtful men in every 
age and country, it is that the violator of ethical rules con- 

he deserves; that the 
wicked floumhes hke a green bay tree, while the righteous 
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bess his bread ; that the sitis of the fathers are visited upon the 
children; that, in the realm of nature, ignorance is ptmished 
Z as everely as wiilul wrong; and that thousands upon 
ftonsands of innocent beings suffer for the enme, or the 

unintcntionzil tr£sp3.sSj of one. v.'oot 

Greek and Semite and Indian are agreed upon this subject. 

The book of Job is at one with the ‘Works and Days and Ae 
Bu£t SutL; the Psalmist and the Preacher of Israel, mth 
fl^Trairic Poets of Greece. What is a mote common motive 
the aLnt tragedy in fact, than the unfathomable mjusdee 
rf *e namre of tUn J ; what is more deeply felt to be tme than 
rlp<;tniction of the blameless by the work 
its ptesentanon j. j operation of the sins of othen? 

of Us otvn hands, or by the latat oper 

Surely CEdip^ o“uch drot: him, in aS inno- 

of become the husband of his mother, 

cence, to slay lus fath i. gjs own headlong ruin. Or 

to the desolation of his f °P^^/"^^XZlodcal U^ts I have 
to step, for a moment beyond of Ham- 

set myself, what consum J^nce of that history of a no 

“ImdXt'I of* *rp7 agents of *e cosmic process as tt 

works in and *e cosmos 

Thus, brought befo __„Jemned. The conscience of 
might well seem to s an indifference of nature, and 

man revolted against ^ f nd the illimitable 

ventured to re^rd that 

'■'t'ihe great Semitic trial of 

silence and submission, th i^^j^oncilable and plead for 

perhaps, attempt to re™""'' q invented Theodicies; 
[he defendant. To tUs end>e Greeb 

while the Indians d'™"* .hough Buddhism raog- 

rather be termed a C“mod.c^ For, <houg^^ ^ *e 

niaes gods many and “ J;ever ,ong enduring, mam- 

cosmic process; and joetrine of transmigta- 

festations of its eternal activiti. 
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tion, whatever its origin, Brahminical and Buddhist speculation 
found, ready to hand,'* the means of constructing a plausible 
vindication of the ways of the cosmos to man. If this world is 
full of pain and sorrow; if grief and evil fall, like the rain, upon 
both the just and the unjust; it is because, like the rain, they 
are links in the endless chain of natural causation by which 
past, present, and future are indissolubly connected ; and there 
is no more injustice in the one case than in the other. Every 
sentient being is reaping as it has sown ; if not in this life, then 
in one or other of the infinite series of antecedent existences of 
which it is the latest term. The present distribution of good 
and evil is, therefore, the algebraical sum of accumulated 
positive and negative deserts; or, rather, it depends on the 
floating balance of the account. For it was not thought 
necessary that a complete settlement should ever take place. 
Arrears might stand over as a sort of ‘hanging gale’ ; a period 
of celestial happiness just earned might be succeeded by ages 
of torment in a hideous nether world, the balance still overdue 
for some remote ancestral error.® 

Whether the cosmic process looks any more moral than at 
first, after such a vindication, may perhaps be questioned. Yet 
this plea of justification is not less plausible than others; and 
none but very hasty thinkers will reject it on the ground of 
inherent absurdity. Like the doctrine of evolution itself, that 
of transmigration has its roots in the world of reality; and it 
may claim such support as the great argument from analogy 
is capable of supplying. 

Everyday experience familiarizes us with the facts which 
are grouped under the name of heredity. Every one of us bears 
upon him obvious marks of his parentage, perhaps of remoter 
relationships. More particularly, the sum of tendencies to act 
in a certain way, which we call ‘character’, is often to be 
traced through a long series of progenitors and collaterals. So 
we may justly say that this ‘character’ — this moral and intel- 
lectual essence of a man — does veritably pass over from one 
fleshly tabernacle to another, and does really transmigrate from 
generation to generation. In the new-born infant, the character 
of the stock lies latent, and the Ego is little more than a bundle 
of potentialities. But, very early, these become actualities: from 
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childhood to age they manifest themselves in dullness or bright- 
ness, weakness or strength, viciousness or uprightness ; and with 
each feature modified by confluence with another character, 
if by nothing else, the character passes on to its incarnation in 
new bodies. 


The Indian philosophers called character, as thus defined, 
‘karma’.® It is this karma which passed from life to life and 
linked them in the chain of transmigrations ; and they held that 
it is modified in each life, not merely by confluence of parentage. 


but by its own acts. They were, in fact, strong believers in the 
theory, so much disputed just at present, of the hereditary 
transmission of acquired characters. That the manifestation of 
the tendencies of a character may be greatly facilitated, or 
impeded, by conditions, of which self-discipline, or the absence 
of it, are among the most important, is indubitable; but that 
the character itself is modified in this way is by no means so 
certain ; it is not so sure that the transmitted character of an 
evil liver is worse, or that of a righteous man better, than that 
which he received. Indian philosophy, however, did not admit 
of any doubt on this subject; the belief in the influence of 
conditions, notably of self-discipline, on the karma was not 
merely a necessary postulate of its theory of retribution, but it 
presented the only way of escape from the endless round of 


transmigrations. 

The earlier forms of Indian philosophy agreed with those 
prevalent in our own times, in supposing the existence of a 
permanent reality, or ‘substance’, beneath the shifting senes of 
phenomena, whether of matter or of mind. The substance of 
the cosmos was ‘Brahma’, that of the individual man ‘Atman ; 
and the latter was separated from the former only, if I may so 
speak, by its phenomenal envelope, by the casing of sensations, 
thoughts and desires, pleasures and pains, which make up the 
illusive phantasmagoria of life. This the ignorant take for 
reality their ‘Atman’ therefore remains eternally imprisoned 
in delusions, bound by the fetters of desire and scourged by 
the whip of misery. But the man who has attained enhghten- 
ment sees that the apparent reality is mere illusion, ^ ^ 
said a couple of thousand years later, that there is nothi g 
good nor bad but thinking makes it so. If the cosmos is jus 
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and of our pleasant vices makes instruments to scourge us , it 
Nvould seem that the only way to escape from our heritage of 
evil is to destroy that fountain of desire whence our vices dow, 
to refuse any longer to be the instruments of the evolutionary 
process, and withdraw from the struggle for existence. If the 
karma is modifiable by self-discipline, if its coarser desires, one 
after another, can be extinguished, the ultimate fundamenta 
desire of self-assertion, or the desire to be, may also be des- 
troyed.’ Then the bubble of illusion will burst, and the treed 
individual ‘Atman’ will lose itself in the universal ‘Brahma’ 

Such seems to have been the pre-Buddhistic conception of 
salvation, and of the way to be followed by those who would 
attain thereto. No more thorough mortification of the fiph 
has ever been attempted than that achieved by the Indian 
ascetic anchorite j no later monachism has so nearly succeeded 
in reducing the human mind to that condition of impassive 
quasi-somnambulism, which, but for its acknowledged holiness, 
might run the risk of being confounded with idiocy. 

And this salvation, it will be observed, was to be attained 
through knowledge, and by action based on that knowledge; 
just as the experimenter, who would obtain a certain physical 
or chemical result, must have a knowledge of the natural laws 
involved and the persistent disciplined will adequate to carry 
out all the various operations required. The supernatural, in 
our sense of the term, was entirely excluded. There was no 
external power which could affect the sequence of cause and 
effect which gives rise to karma; none but the will of the 
subject of the karma which could put an end to it. 

Only one rule of conduct could be based upon the remark- 
able theory of which I have endeavoured to give a reasoned 
outline. It was folly to continue to exist when an overplus of 
pain was certain; and the probabilities in favour of the increase 
of misery with the prolongation of existence, were so over- 
whelming. Slaying the body only made matters worse; there 
was nothing for it but to slay the soul by the voluntary arrest 
of all its activities. Property, social ties, family affections, 
common companionship, must be abandoned ; the most natural 
appetites, even that for food, must be suppressed, or at least 
minimized; until all that remained of a man was the impassive, 
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extenuated, mendicant monk, self-hypnotized into cataleptic 
trances, which the deluded mystic took for foretastes of the 
final union with Brahma. 

The founder of Buddhism accepted the chief postulates 
demanded by his predecessors. But he was not satisfied with 
the practical annihilation involved in merging the individual 
existence in the unconditioned — the Atman in Brahma. It 
would seem that the admission of the existence of any substance 
whatever— even of the tenuity of that which has neither quality 
nor energy and of which no predicate whatever can be asserted 
— appeared to him to be a danger and a snare. Though reduced 
to a hypostatized negation, Brahma was not to be trusted , so 
long as entity was there, it might conceivably resume the weary 
round of evolution, with all its train of immeasurable miseries. 
Gautama got rid of even that shade of a shadow of permanent 
existence by a metaphysical tour de fores of great interest to the 
student of philosophy, seeing that it supplies the wanting half 
of Bishop Berkeley’s well-known idealistic argument. 

Granting the premises, I am not aware of any escape from 
Berkeley’s conclusion, that the ‘substance’ of matter is a meta- 
physical unknown quantity, of the existence of which there is 
no proof. What Berkeley does not seem to have so clearly 
perceived is that the non-existence of a substance of mind is 
equally arguable; and that the result of the impartial apphea- 
tions of his reasonings is the reduction of the All to co-existences 
and sequences of phenomena, beneath and beyond which there 
is nothing cognoscible. It is a remarkable indication of the 
subtlety of Indian speculation that Gautama should have seen 
deeper than the greatest of modern ideaUsts; though it must be 
admitted that, if some of Berkeley’s reasonings respecting he 
nature of spirit are pushed home, they reach pretty much the 

^^"AcTeptinrthe prevalent Brahminical doctrine that the 
„hde cosmos. celesL, terrestrial, and infernal. w.th rts popu- 
lation of gods and other celestial beings, of sentient ammals, of 
Mara and his devils, is incessantly 

cvcles of production and destruction, m each of which ev^ 
human bebg has his transmigratory representative, Gautama 
tTeded » elinrinate substance altogether; and to reduce to 
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cosmos to a mere flow of sensations, emotions, volitions, and 
thoughts, devoid of any substratum. As. on ^ 

stream of water, we see ripples and whirlpools, which last for a 
while and then vanish with the causes that gave rise to the , 
so what seem individual existences are mere temporary asso- 
ciations of phenomena circling round a centre, like a dog 
tied to a post’. In the whole universe there is nothing per- 
manent, no eternal substance either of mind or of inatter. 
Personality is a metaphysical fancy; and in very truth, not 
only we, but all things, in the worlds without end of the cosmic 
phantasmagoria, are such stuff as dreams are niade o . 

What then becomes of karma? Karma remains untouched. 
As the peculiar form of energy we call magnetism may be 
transmitted from a loadstone to a piece of steel, from the steel 
to a piece of nickel, as it may be strengthened or weakened by 
the conditions to which it is subjected while resident in each 
piece, so it seems to have been conceived that karma might be 
transmitted from one phenomenal association to another by a 
sort of induction. However this may be, Gautama doubdess 
had a better guarantee for the abolition of transmigration, 
when no wrack of substance, either of Atman or of Brahma, 
was left behind when, in short, a man had but to dream that 
he willed not to dream, to put an end to all dreaming. 

This end of life’s dreamus Nirvana. What Nirvana is the 
learned do not agree. But, since the best original authorities 
tell us there is neither desire nor activity, nor any possibility 
of phenomenal reappearance for the sage who has entered 
Nirvana, it may be safely said of this acme of Buddhistic 
philosophy — ‘the rest is silence’.® 

Thus there is no very great practical disagreement between 
Gautama and his predecessors with respect to the end of 
action; but it is otherwise as regards the means to that end. 
With just insight into human nature, Gautama declared 
extreme ascetic practices to be useless and indeed harmful. 
The appetites and the passions are not to be abolished by mere 
mortification of the body; they must, in addition, be attacked 
on their own ground and conquered by steady cultivation of 
the mental habits which oppose them; by universal benevo- 
lence; by the return of good for evil; by humility; by abstinence 



74 EVOLUTION AND ETHICS 

from evil thought; in short, by total renunciation of that self- 
assertion which is the essence of the cosmic process. 

Doubtless, it is to these ethical qualities that Buddhism 
owes its marvellous success.*® A system which knows no God 
in the western sense; which denies a soul to man; which counts 
the belief in immortality a blunder and the hope of it a sin; 
which refuses any efficacy to prayer and sacrifice; which bids 
men look to nothing but their own efforts for salvation; which, 
in its original purity, knew nothing of vows of obedience, 
abhorred intolerance, and never sought the aid of the secular 
arm; yet spread over a considerable moiety of the Old World 
with marvellous rapidity, and is still, with whatever base 
admixture of foreign superstitions, the dominant creed of a large 
fraction of mankind. 

Let us now set our faces westwards, towards Asia Minor and 
Greece and Italy, to view the rise and progress of another 
philosophy, apparently independent, but no less pervaded by 
the conception of evolution.** 

The sages of Miletus were pronounced evolutionists ; and, 
however dark may be some of the sayings of Heracleitus of 
Ephesus, who was probably a contemporary of Gautama, no 
better expressions of the essence of the modern doctrine of 
evolution can be found than are presented by some of his pithy 
aphorisms and striking metaphors.** Indeed, many of my 
present auditors must have observed that, more than once, I 
have borrowed from him in the brief exposition of the theory 
of evolution with which this discourse commenced. 

But when the focus of Greek intellectual activity shifted to 
Athens, the leading minds concentrated their attention upon 
ethical problems. Forsaking the study of the macrocosm for 
that of the microcosm, they lost the key to the thought of the 
great Ephesian, which, I imagine, is more intelligible to us than 
it was to Socrates, or to Plato. Socrates, more especially, set 
the fashion of a kind of inverse agnosticism, by teaching that 
the problems of physics lie beyond the reach of the human 
intellect; that the attempt to solve them is essentially vain; 
that the one worthy object of investigation is the problem of 
ethical life; and his example was followed by the Cymes and 
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the later Stoics. Even the comprehensive knowledge and the 
penetrating intellect of Aristotle failed to suggest to him that in 
holding the eternity of the world, within its present 
mutation, he was making a retrogressive step. The sejen 
heritage of Heracleitus passed into the hands neither of Plato 
nor of Aristotle, but into those of Demoentus. But the wor 
was not yet ready to receive the great conceptions of the philo- 
sopher of Abdera. It was reserved for the Stoics to return to 
the track marked out by the earher philosophers; and, pro- 
fessing themselves disciples of Heracleitus, to develop the idea 
of evolution systematically. In doing iWs, they not only 
omitted some characteristic features of their master s teaching 
but they made additions altogether foreign to it. One of the 
most influential of these importations was the transcendental 
theism which had come into vogue. The restless, fiery energy, 
operating according to law, out of which all things emerge and 
into which they return, in the endless successive cycles of the 
great year; which creates and destroys worlds as a wanton 
child builds up, and anon levels, sand castles on the seashore; 
was metamorphosed into a material ^vorld-soul and decked out 
wish all the attributes of ideal Divinity; not merely with 
infinite power and transcendent \visdom, but with absolute 


goodness. 

The consequences of this step were momentous. For if the 
cosmos is the effect of an immanent, omnipotent, and infinitely 
beneficent cause, the existence in it of real evil, still less of 
necessarily inherent evil, is plainly inadmissible.^^ Yet the 
universal experience of mankind testified then, as now, that, 
whether we look within us or without us, evil stares us in the 
face on all sides ; that if anything is real, pain and sorrow and 
wrong are realities. 

It would be a new thing in history if a priori philosophers 
were daunted by the factious opposition of experience; and the 
Stoics were the last men to allow themselves to be beaten by 
mere facts. ‘Give me a doctrine and I will find the reasons for 
it’, said Chrysippus. So they perfected, if they did not invent, 
that ingenious and plausible form of pleading, the Theodicy; 
for the purpose of showing firstly, that there is no such thing as 
evil; secondly, that if there is, it is the necessary correlate of 
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good ; and, moreover, that it is either due to our own fault, or 
inflicted for our benefit. Theodicies have been very popular 
in their time, and I beheve that a numerous, though somewhat 
dwarfed, progeny of them still survi\'es. So far as I know, they 
are all variations of the theme set forth in those famous six hnes 
of the ‘Essay on Man’, in which Pope sums up Bolingbroke’s 
reminiscences of stoical and other speculations of this kind — 

‘All nature is but art, miknown to thee; 

All chance, direction which thou canst not see; 

All discord, harmony not understood; 

All partial evil, universal good; 

And spite of pride, in erring reason’s spite 

One truth is clear: whatever is is right.’ 


Yet, surely, if there are few more important truths than 
those enunciated in the first triad, the second is open to very 
grave objections. That there is a ‘soul of good in things evil’ 
is unquestionable ; nor will any wise man deny the discipHnary 
value of pain and sorrow. But these considerations do not help 
us to see why the immense multitude of irresponsible sentient 
beings, which cannot profit by such discipline, should suffer; 
nor why, among the endless possibiUties open to omnipoterice 
— that of sinless, happy existence among the rest — the actuahty 
in which sin and misery abound should be that selected. Surely 
it is mere cheap rhetoric to call arguments which have never 
yet been answered by even the meekest and the least rational 
of Optimists, suggestions of the pride of reason. As to the con- 
cluding aphorism, its fittest place would be as an inscription in 
letters of mud over the portal of some ‘stye of Epicurus’ ; for 
that is where the logical application of it to practice would land 
men with every aspiration stifled and every effort paralyzed. 
Why try to set right what is right already? Why smve to 
improve the best of all possible worlds? Let us eat and dnnk, 
for as to-day all is right, so to-morrow all will be. 

But the attempt of the Stoics to bUnd themselves to the reahty 
of evil as a necessary concomitant of the cosmic process, ha 
less success than that of the Indian philosophers to exclude the 
reahty of good from their purview. Unfortunately, it is mu 
easier to shut one’s eyes to good than to evil. Pam and sorrow 
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knock at our doors more loudly than pleasure and happness; 
and the prints of their heavy footsteps are less easily effaced. 
Before the grim reaUties of practical Ufe the pleasant fictions 
of optimism vanished. If this were the best of poss ble 
worlds, it nevertheless proved itself a very inconvenient habita- 
tion for the ideal sage. , , , r ‘i 

The stoical summary of the whole duty of man, Live 

according to nature’, would seem to imply that the cosmic 
process is an exemplar for human conduct. Ethics would thus 
Lcome applied Natural History. In fact, a confused employ- 
ment of the maxim, in this sense, has done immeasurable 
mischief in later times. It has furnished an axiomatic founda- 
tion for the philosophy of philosophasters and for the morahzing 
of sentimentalists. But the Stoics were, at bottom, not merely 
noble, but sane, men; and if we look closely into what they 
really meant by this ill-used phrase, it will be found to present 
no justification for the mischievous conclusions that have been 
deduced from it. 

In the language of the Stoa, ‘Nature’ was a word of many 
meanings. There was the ‘Nature’ of the cosmos and the ‘Nature’ 
of man. In the latter, the animal ‘nature’, which man shares 
with a moiety of the living part of the cosmos, was distinguished 
fi-om a higher ‘nature’. Even in this higher nature there were 
grades of rank. The logical faculty is an instrument which may 
be turned to account for any purpose. The passions and the 
emotions are so closely tied to the lower nature that they may 
be considered to be pathological, rather than normal, pheno- 
mena. The one supreme, hegemonic, faculty, which constitutes 
the essential ‘nature’ of man, is most nearly represented by that 
which, in the language of a later philosophy, has been called 
the pure reason. It is this ‘nature’ which holds up the ideal of 
the supreme good and demands absolute submission of the 
will to its behests. It is this which commands all men to love 
one another, to return good for evil, to regard one another as 
feUow-citizens of one great state. Indeed, seeing that the 
progress towards perfection of a civilized state, or polity, 
depends on the obedience of its members to these commands, 
the Stoics sometimes termed the pure reason the ‘political’ 
nature. Unfortunately, the sense of the adjective has undergone 
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SO much modification, that the apphcation of it to that which 
commands the sacrifice of self to the common good would now 
sound almost grotesque.^® 

But what part is played by the theory of evolution in this 
view of ethics? So far as I can discern, the ethical system of the 
Stoics, which is essentially intuitive, and reverences the cate- 
gorical imperative as strongly as that of any later moralists, 
might have been just what it was if they had held any other 
theory; whether that of special creation, on the one side, or that 
of the eternal existence of the present order, on the otherd® 
To the Stoic, the cosmos had no importance for the conscience, 
except in so far as he chose to think it a pedagogue to virtue. 
The pertinacious optimism of our philosophers hid from them 
the actual state of the case. It prevented them from seeing that 
cosmic nature is no school of virtue, but the headquarters of the 
enemy of ethical nature. The logic of facts was necessary to 
convince them that the cosmos works through the lower nature 
of man, not for righteousness, but against it. And it finally 
drove them to confess that the existence of their ideal ‘wise 
man’ was incompatible with the nature of things; that even a 
passable approximation to that ideal was to be attained only 
at the cost of renunciation of the world and mortification, not 
merely of the flesh, but of all human affections. The state of 
perfection was that ‘apatheia’” in which desire, though it may 
still be felt, is powerless to move the will, reduced to the sole 
function of executing the commands of pure reason. Even this 
residuum of activity was to be regarded as a temporary loan, 
as an efflux of the divine world-pervading spirit, chafing at ite 
imprisonment in the flesh, until such time as death enabled it 
to return to its source in the all-pervading logos. 

I find it difficult to discover any very great difference 
between Apatheia and Nirvana, except that stoical speculation 
agrees with pre-Buddhistic philosophy, rather than with the 
teachings of Gautama, in so far as it postulates a permanent 
substance equivalent to ‘Brahma’ and ‘Atman ; and that, in 
stoical practice, the adoption of the life of the mendicant cynK 
was held to be more a counsel of perfection than an indis- 
nensable condition of the higher life. 
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Thus the extremes touch. Greek thought and Indian 
thought set out from ground common to both, diverge mddy, 
develop under very different physical and moral conditions, 
and finaUy converge to practicaUy the same end. 

The Vedas and the Homeric epos set before us a world ot 
rich and vigorous Hfe, fuU of joyous fighting men 

That ever with a frolic welcome took 
The thunder and the sunshine .... 

and who were ready to brave the very Gods themselves when 
their blood was up. A few centimes pass away, and under the 
influence of civihzation the descendants of these men are 
‘sicklied o’er with the pale cast of thought’ — ^frank pessimists, 
or, at best, make-beheve optimists. The courage of the warlike 
stock may be as hardly tried as before, perhaps more hardly, 
but the enemy is self. The hero has become a monk. The man 
of action is replaced by the quietist, whose highest aspiration is 
to be the passive instrument of the divine Reason. By the 
Tiber, as by the Ganges, ethical man admits that the cosmos is 
too strong for him; and, destroying every bond which ties him 
to it by ascetic discipline, he seeks salvation in absolute 
renunciation.^® 

Modem thought is making a fresh start from the base 
whence Indian and Greek philosophy set out; and, the human 
mind being very much what it was six-and-twenty centuries 
ago, there is no ground for wonder if it presents indications of 
a tendency to move along the old fines to the same results. 

We are more than sufficiently familiar with modern pessi- 
mism, at least as a speculation; for I cannot call to mind that 
any of its present votaries have sealed their faith by assuming 
the rags and the bowl of the mendicant Bhikku, or the cloak 
and the wallet of the Cynic. The obstacles placed in the way 
of sturdy vagrancy by an unphilosophical police have, perhaps, 
proved, too formidable for philosophical consistency. We also 
know modern speculative optimism, with its perfectibility of 
the species, reign of peace, and lion and lamb transformation 
scenes; but one does not hear so much of it as one did forty 
years ago; indeed, I imagine it is to be met with more com- 
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monly at the tables of the healthy and wealthy, than in the 
congregations of the wise. The majority of us, I apprehend, 
profess neither pessimism nor optimism. We hold that the 
world is neither so good, nor so bad, as it conceivably might be; 
and, as most of us have reason, now and again, to discover that 
it can be. Those who have failed to experience the joys that 
make life worth living are, probably, in as small a minority 
as those who have never known the griefs that rob existence of 
its savour and turn its richest fruits into mere dust and ashes. 

Further, I think I do not err in assuming that, however 
diverse their views on philosophical and rehgious matters, most 
men are agreed that the proportion of good and evil in life may be 
ver^^ sensibly affected by human action. I never heard anybody 
doubt that the evil may be thus increased, or diminished; and 
it would seem to follow that good must be similarly susceptible of 
addition or subtraction. Finally, to my knowledge, nobody 
professes to doubt that, so far forth as we possess a power of 
bettering things, it is our paramount duty to use it and to train all 
our intellect and energy to this supreme service of our kind. 

Hence the pressing interest of the question, to what extent 
modern progress in natural knowledge, and, more especially, 
the general outcome of that progress in the doctrine of evolu- 
tion, is competent to help us in the great work of helping one 


^""^The propounders of what are called the ‘ethics of evolution’, 
when the ‘evolution of ethics’ would usually better express the 
object of their speculations, adduce a number of mom or less 
interesting facts and more or less sound arguments, in favour 
of the origin of the moral sentiments, in the same way as other 
natural phenomena, by a process of evolution. ^ ^ ^ ^ 
doubt, for my own part, that they are on the "S^t Jra^ but 
as the immoral sentiments have no less been 
so far, as much natural sanction for the one as the other. The 
thief and the murderer follow nature just as ““h as th 
philanthropist. Cosmic evolution may teach us >>“» the|>o 
and the evil tendencies of man may have come about, but, in 
itself it is incompetent to furnish any better reason why what 
we ca lordTpreferable to what we caU evil than we had 
Sore Sol day, I doubt not. we shaU arrive at an under- 
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Standing of the evolution of the aesthetic faculty; but all the 
understanding in the world wUl neither increase nor dimmish 
the force of the intuition that this is beautiful and that is ugly. 

There is another fallacy which appears to me to pervade 
the so-called ‘ethics of evolution’. It is the notion that because, 
on the whole, animals and plants have advanced m perfection 
of organization by means of the struggle for existence and the 
consequent ‘survival of the httest’; therefore men m society, 
men as ethical beings, must look to the same process to help 
them towards perfection. I suspect that this fallacy has arisen 
out of the unfortunate ambiguity of the phrase ‘sur\’ival of the 
fittest’. ‘Fittest’ has a connotation of ‘best’ ; and about best 
there hangs a moral flavour. In cosmic nature, however, what 
is ‘fittest’ depends upon the conditions. Long since,** I ven- 
tured to point out that if our hemisphere were to cool again, 
the survival of the fittest nught bring about, in the vegetable 
kingdom, a population of more and more stunted and humbler 
and humbler organisms, until the ‘fittest’ that survived might 
be nothing but lichens, diatoms, and such microscopic organ- 
isms as those which give red snow its colour; while, if it became 
hotter, the pleasant valleys of the Thames and Isis might be 
uninhabitable by any animated beings save those that flourish 
in a tropical jungle. They, as the fittest, the best adapted to 
the changed conations, would survive. 

Men in society are undoubtedly subject to the cosmic 
process. As among other animals, multiplication goes on 
without cessation, and involves severe competition for the 
means of support. The struggle for existence tends to eliminate 
those less fitted to adapt themselves to the circumstances of 
their existence. The strongest, the most self-assertive, tend to 
tread down the weaker. But the influence of the cosmic process 
on the evolution of society is the greater the more rudimentary 
its civilization. Social progress means a checking of the cosmic 
process at every step and the substitution for it of another, 
which may be called the ethical process; the end of which is 
not the survival of those who may happen to be the fittest, in 
respect of the ivhole of the conditions which obtain, but of 
those who are ethically the best.^“ 

As I have already urged, the practice of that which is 
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ethically best — ^what we call goodness or virtue — involves a 
course of conduct which, in all respects, is opposed to that 
which leads to success in the cosmic struggle for existence. In 
place of ruthless self-assertion it demands self-restraint; in place 
of thrusting aside, or treading down, all competitors, it requires 
that the individual shall not merely respect, but shall help his 
fellows; its influence is directed, not so much to the survival 
of the fittest, as to the fitting of as many as possible to survive. 
It repudiates the gladiatorial theory of existence. It demands 
that each man who enters into the enjoyment of the advantages 
Qp 3^ polity shall be mindful of his debt to those who have 
laboriously constructed it; and shall take heed that no act of 
his weakens the fabric in which he has been permitted to live. 
Laws and moral precepts are directed to the end of curbing 
the cosmic process and reminding the individual of his duty 
to the community, to the protection and influence of which he 
owes, if not existence itself, at least the life of something better 


than a brutal savage. , .u * 

It is from neglect of these plain considerations that the 

fanatical individualism^^ of our time attempts to apply the 
analogy of cosmic nature to society. Once more we have a 
misappHcation of the stoical injunction to follow nature; the 
dutieV of the individual to the State are forptten, and his ten- 
dencies to self-assertion are dignified by the name of nghte. 
It is seriously debated whether the members of a commumty 
are justified in using their combined strength to constrain one 
of tLir number to contribute his share to the 
if or even to prevent him from doing his best to destroy it. 
The struggle for existence, which has done such admirable 
work to cosmic nature, must, it appears, be equaUy beneficen 
in the ethical sphere. Yet if that which I have insisted upon is 
true if the cosmic process has no sort of relaUon mor»l ends 
rthe Station of it by man is inconsistent with the first 
Tirineiules of ethics' what becomes of this surprising theory. 
”” lS us ^n^d, once for all. that the ethical pro^s o 
society depends, not on i|mtating the cosmic pro«^, stdUe 
in running away from it, but 

matr “mCCL'm^ to ^^d^na”” hi|her ends; 
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but I venture to think that the great intellectual difference 
between the ancient times with which we have been occupied 
and our day, lies in the solid foundation we have acquired for 
the hope that such an enterprise may meet with a certain 
measure of success. 

The history of civilization details the steps by which men 
have succeeded in building up an artificial world within the 
cosmos. Fragile reed as he may be, man, as Pascal says, is a 
thinking reed:^^ there lies within him a fund of energy, operat- 
ing intelligently and so far akin to that which pervades the 
universe, that it is competent to influence and modify the 
cosmic process. In virtue of his intelligence, the dwarf bends 
the Titan to his will. In every family, in every polity that has 
been established, the cosmic process in man has been restrained 
and otherwise modified by law and custom; in surrounding 
nature, it has been similarly influenced by the art of the shep- 
herd, the agriculturist, the artisan. As civilization has advanced, 
so has the extent of this interference increased ; until the organ- 
ized and highly developed sciences and arts of the present day 
have endowed man with a command over the course of non- 
human nature greater than that once attributed to the magi- 
cians. The most impressive, I might say startling, of these 
changes have been brought about in the course of the last two 
centuries; while a right comprehension of the process of life 
and of the means of influencing its manifestations is only just 
dawning upon us. We do not yet see our way beyond generali- 
ties; and we are befogged by the obtrusion of false analogies 
and crude anticipations. But Astronomy, Physics, Chemistry, 
have all had to pass through similar phrases, before they 
reached the stage at which their influence became an important 
factor in human affairs. Physiology, Psychology, Ethics, Poli- 
tical Science, must submit to the same ordeal. Yet it seems to 
me irrational to doubt that, at no distant period, they will 
work as great a revolution in the sphere of practice. 

The theory of evolution encourages no millennial anticipa- 
tions. If, for millions of years, our globe has taken the upward 
road, yet, some time, the summit will be reached and the down- 
wardroutewill be commenced. The most daring imagination will 
hardly venture upon the suggestion that the power and the intel- 
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ligence of man can ever arrest the procession of the great year. 

Moreover, the cosmic nature bom with us and, to a large 
extent, necessary for our maintenance, is the outcome of millions 
of years of severe training, and it would be folly to imagine that 
a few centuries will suffice to subdue its masterfulness to purely 
ethical ends. Ethical nature may count upon having to reckon 
with a tenacious and powerful enemy as long as the world lasts. 
But, on the other hand, I see no limit to the extent to which 
intelligence and will, guided by sound principles of investiga- 
tion, and organized in common effort, may modify the con- 
ditions of existence, for a period longer than that now covered 
by history. And much may be done to change the nature of 
man himself. The intelligence which has converted the 
brother of the wolf into the faithful guardian of the flock ought 
to be able to do something towards curbing the instincts of 
savagery in civilized men. 

Bxit if we may permit ourselves a larger hope of abatement 
of the essential evil of the world than was possible to those who, 
in the infancy of exact knowledge, faced the problem of exist- 
ence more than a score of centuries ago, I deem it as essential 
condition of the realization of that hope that we should cast 
aside the notion that the escape from pain and sorrow is the 


proper object of life. . , -ui. j r 

We have long since emerged from the heroic childhood 01 

our race, when good and evil could be met with the same 
‘froHc welcome’ ; the attempts to escape from evil, 

Indian or Greek, have ended in flight from the battle-field, it 
remains to us to throw aside the youthful over-confidence and 
the no less youthful discouragement of nonage. We are grown 


men, and must play the man 

strong in will 

To strive, to seek to find, and not to yield, 
cherishing the good that falls in our way, and bearing the e^, 
in and around us, with stout hearts set on dinumshing it. So 
far, we all may strive in one faith towards one hope. 

It may be that the gulfs \vill wash us down, 

It may be we shall touch the Happy Isles, 

.... but something ere the end. 

Some work of noble note may yet be done. ) 



(3) NOTES 

I have been careful to speak of the ‘appearance’ of cyclical 
revolution presented by living things; for, on cntica 
examination, it will be found that the course of vegetabl 
and of animal life is not exactly represented by the hgure 
of a cycle which returns into itself. What actually happens, 
in all but the lowest organisms, is that one part oi the 
growng germ {A) gives rise to tissues and organs; while 
another part {B) remains in its primitive condition, or is 
but slightly modified. The moiety A becomes the body 
of the adult and, sooner or later, perishes, while portions 
of the moiety B are detached and, as offspring, continue 
the life of the species. Thus, if we trace back an orgamsm 
along the direct line of descent from its remotest ancestor, 
B, as a whole, has never suffered death; portions of it, 
only, have been cast off and died in each individual 

offspring. . , . , i 

. Everybody is familiar with the way in which the 
‘suckers’ of a strawberry" plant behave. A thin cylinder of 
Ihing tissue keeps on growing at its free end, until it 
attains a considerable length. At successive intervals, it 
develops buds ^vhich grow into strawberry plants; and 
these become independent by the death of the parts of 
the sucker tvhich connect them. The rest of the sucker, 
however, may go on Hving and growing indefinitely, and, 
circumstances remaining favourable, there is no obvious 
reason why it should ever die. The living substance B, 
in a manner, answers to the sucker. If we could restore 
the continuity which w'as once possessed by the portions 
of B, contained in all the individuals of a direct line of 
descent, they would form a sucker, or stolon, on w'hich 
these indi\iduals would be strung, and which w'ould 
never have wholly died. 

A species remains unchanged so long as the potentiality 
of development resident in B remains unaltered ; so long, 
e.g., as the buds of the stra-wberry sucker tend to become 
typical straw'berry" plants. In the case of the progressive 
evolution of a species, the developmental potentiality of 
B becomes of a higher and higher order. In retrogressive 
evolution, the contraiy would be the case. The pheno- 
mena of atavism seem to show that retrogressive evolution, 
that is, the return of a species to one or other of its earlier 
forms, is a possibility to be reckoned with. The simplifica- 
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tion of Structure, which is so common in the parasitic 
members of a group, however, does not properly come 
under this head. The worm-like, limbless Lernaa has no 
resemblance to any of the stages of development of the 
many-limbed active animals of the group to which it 
belongs. 

HeracleitUS says, Tlora/ip yap ovk tan Sec tfiprjvai np avTa 
but, to be strictly accurate, the river remains, though 
the water of which it is composed changes — just as a 
man retains his identity though the whole substance of his 
body is constantly shifting. 

This is put very well by Seneca (Ep. Ivii. i, 20, Ed. 
Ruhkopf) : ‘Corpora nostra rapiuntm fluminum more, 
quidquid vides currit cum tempore; nihil ex his qute 
videmus manet. Ego ipse dum loquor mutari ista, 
mutatus sum. Hoc est quod ait Heraclitus “In idem 
flumen bis non descendimus”. Manet idem flumims 
nomen, aqua transmissa est. Hoc in amne inanifestius 
est quam in homine, sed nos quoque non minus velox 
cursus prsetervehit.’ 

‘Multa bona nostra nobis nocent, timoris enim tormentum 
memoria reducit, providentia anticipat. Nemo tantum 
prsesentibus miser est.’ (Seneca, Ed. v. 7.) 

Among the many wise and weighty aphorisms of the 
Roman Bacon, few sound the realities of life more deeply 
than ‘Multa bona nostra nobis nocent’. If there is a soul 
of good in things evil, it is at least equally true that there 
is a soul of evil in things good; for things, like men, have 
‘les d6fauts de leurs qualites’. It is one of the last lessons 
one learns from experience, but not the least importan^ 
that a heavy tax b levied upon all forms of success ; 
that failure is one of the commonest disgubes assumed by 


blessings. 

‘There is within the body of every man a soul which, at 
. the death of the body, flies away from it like a bird out 
of a cage, and enters upon a new life . . . either m one 
of the heavens or one of the hells or on this earth. Ihe 
only exception b the rare case of a man having m this me 
acquired a true knowledge of God. According to me 
pre-Buddhistic theory, the soul of such a man goes ^ong me 
path of the Gods to God, and, being umted ^ 
enters upon an immortal life in which Ip 
b not extinguished. In the latter theory, his soul is direcUy 

absorbed into the Great Soul, is * U^all other 

longer any independent existence The souk of all 
men enter, after the death of the body, upon a new 
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existence in one or otlaer of the many different modes of 
beins. If in heaven or heU, the soul itself becomes a god 
or demon without entering a body; all superhuman beings 
save the great gods, being looked upon as not eternal, but 
merely temporary creatures. If the soul returns to earth 
it may or may not enter a new body; and this either of a 
human being, an animal, a plant, or even a material 
object For all these are possessed of souls, and there is 
no essential difference between these souls and the souls 
of men — all being alike mere sparks of the Great Spirit, 
who is the only real existence.’ (Rhys Davids, Hibbert 
Lectures, 1881, p. 83.) 


For what I have said about Indian Philosophy, I am 
particularly indebted to the luminous exposition of primi- 
tive Buddhism and its relations to earlier Hindu thought, 
which is given by Prof. Rhys Davids in his remarkable 
Hibbert Lectures for i88r, and Buddhism (1890). The only 
apology I can offer for the freedom with which I have 
borrowed from him in these notes, is my desire to leave no 
doubt as to my indebtedness. I have also found Dr. 
Oldenberg’s Buddha (Ed. 2, 1890) very helpful. The 
origin of the theory of transmigration stated in the above 
extract is an unsolved problem. That it differs widely 
from the Eg^'ptian metempsychosis is clear. In fact, since 
men usually people the other world with phantoms of 
this, the Egyptian doctrine would seem to presuppose the 
Indian as a more archaic belief. 


Prof. Rhys Davids has fully insisted upon the ethical 
importance of the transmigration theory. ‘One of the 
latest speculations now being put forward among ourselves 
would seek to explain each man’s character, and even his 
outward condition in life, by the character he inherited 
from his ancestors, a character gradually formed during a 
practically endless series of past existences, modified only 
by the conditions into which he was born, those very 
conditions being also, in like manner, the last result of a 
practically endless series of past causes. Gotama’s specu- 
lation might be stated in the same words. But it attempted 
also to explain, in a way different from that which would 
be adopted by the exponents of the modern theory, that 
strange problem which it is also the motive of the wonderful 
drama of the book of Job to explain — the fact that the 
actual distribution here of good fortune, or misery, is 
entirely independent of the moral qualities which men call 
good or bad. We cannot wonder that a teacher, whose 
whole system was so essentially an ethical reformation. 
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should have felt it incumbent upon him to seek an explana- 
tion of this apparent injustice. And all the more so, since 
the belief he had inherited, the theory of the transmigra- 
tion of souls, had provided a solution perfectly sufficient 
to any one who could accept that belief. {Hibbert 
LectuTcs, p. 93-) ^ should venture to suggest the substitution 
of ‘largely’ for ‘entirely’ in the foregoing passage. Whether 
a ship makes a good or a bad voyage is largely in^pendent 
of the conduct of the captain, but it is largely affected by 
that conduct. Though powerless before a hurricane he 
may weather many a bad gale. 

The outward condition of the soul is, in each new birth 
determined by its actions in a previous birth; but by each 
action in succession, and not by the balance s^ck alter 
the evil has been reckoned off against the good. A good 
man who has once uttered a slander may spend a hundred 
thousand vears as a god, in consequence of his goodness, 
and when the power of hiis good actions is exhausted, may 
be bom as a dumb man on account of his transgression; 
and a robber who has once done an act of mercy, may 
come to life in a king’s body as the result of bs virtue and 
then suffer torments for ages m heU or as a ghost without 
a body, or be re-born many times as a slave or an outcast, 
in consequence of his evil life. 

‘There is no escape, according to this theory, from the 

result of any act; though it is only the been 

own acts that each soul has to endure. The force has ^en 
set in motion by itself and can never stop, and its effect 
can never be foretold. If evil, it can never be mo^ed 
or prevented, for it depends on a cause 
th£ is now for ever beyond the soul s 
even no continuing consciousness, no ^ ^ 

ffiat could guide the soul to any knowledge of its late 
The only advantage open to it is to add in t e 
sur^ ofL good actiom, that it may bear fruit Ae 
rest And even this can only happen in ^me u 

unirt^^ntially the same 7-“““ dea*; 

subiect like the present one, to old age, decay, 

and affording opportunity, in their 

commission of errors, a Effect of sickness, 

turn must inevitably produce them due ° 

disability, or woe. Thus s of trans- 

to life, from billow to biUow in the great ocean u 

migration. Amd tjere is ^ right knowledge 

JSeS "dX enter into immortality, or. a. 
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the later philosophers taught, arc absorbed into the Divine 
Essence.’ (Rhys Davids, Hibbert Lectures, pp. 86.) 

The state after death thus imagined by the Hindu 
philosophers has a certain analogy to the purgatory of the 
Roman Church; except that escape from it is dependent 
not on a divine decree modified, it may be, by sacerdotal 
or saintly intercession, but by the acts of the individual 
himself; and that while ultimate emergence into heavenly 
bliss of the good, or well-prayed for. Catholic is professedly 
assured, the chances in favour of the attainment of 
absorption, or of Nirvana, by any individual Hindu are 
extremely small. 

‘That part of the then prevalent transmigration theory 
which could not be proved false seemed to meet a deeply- 
felt necessity, seemed to supply a moral cause which would 
explain the unequal distribution here of happiness or w'oe, 
so utterly inconsistent with the present characters of men.’ 
Gautama ‘still therefore talked of men’s previous existence, 
but by no means in the way that he is generally represented 
to have done.’ What he taught was ‘the transmigration of 
character’. He held that after the death of any being, 
whether human or not, there survived nothing at all but 
that being’s ‘Karma’, the result, that is, of its mental and 
bodily actions. Every individual, whether human or 
divine, was the last inheritor and the last result of the 
Karma of a long series of past individuals — a series so long 
that its beginning is beyond the reach of calculation, and 
its end will be coincident with the destruction of the 
world.’ (Rhys Davids, Hibbert Lectures, p. 92.) 

In the theory of evolution, the tendency of a germ to 
develop according to a certain specific type, e.g., of the 
kidney bean seed to grow into a plant having all the 
characters of Phaseolus vulgaris, is its ‘Karma’. It is the 
‘last inheritor and the last result’ of all the conditions 
that have affected a line of ancestry which goes back for 
many millions of years to the time when life first appeared 
on the earth. The moiety B of the substance of the bean 
plant (see Note i) is the last link in a once continuous 
chain extending from the primitive living substance: and 
the characters of the successive species to which it has 
given rise are the manifestations of its gradually modified 
Karma. As Prof. Rhys Davids aptly says, the snowdrop 
‘is a snowdrop and not an oak, and just that kind of 
snowdrop, because it is the outcome of the Karma of 
an endless series of past existences’. [Hibbert Lectures, 
p. 1 14.) 
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‘It is interesting to notice that the very point which is the 
weakness of the theory— the supposed concentration of Ae 
effect of the Karma in one new being— presented its^to 
the early Buddhists themselves as a difficulty. They 
avoided it, partly by explaining that a parUcular 

thirst in the creature dying (a craving, Tanha, which pla>^ 
otherivise a great part in the Buddhist theop') which 
actually caused the birth of the new individual who w^ 
to inherit the Karma of the fonner one But, how th^ 
took place, how the cravmg desire produced this ettect, 
was acknowledged to be a mystery patent offiy to a 
Buddha.’ (Rhys Davids, Hibbert Lectures, p. 95 -) 

toong the Jany parallelisms of Stotetsm and Buddhism, 
it iVTurious to find one for this Tanha, 'thtrsf or craving 
desire’ for life. Seneca writes (Epist. hutvi, i8) . Si emm 
S ahud est bonum quam honesttim. sequetur nos 
iito rite aviditas renim vitam instruenoum: quod est 
intolerable infimtum, vagum. 

' rtTnt“T. X'. Se MStvSS 

rrlng'Shfe, without any *e "f 

to GiSis, either great or ’’'^Xe butTwas no 

placed the first “portance on taowledg^b 

measure ’ (Rhys Davids, Hibbert Uctures, p. 29.) 

measure. ^ ^ p reek ohilosophy takes an analogous 

The contempor^ Greek pfffiosopy 

direction. Accorffing eternity, 

made neither by Go^s inimortal fire, 

has been, and to aU (Mullach, Heracliti 

glowing and fading in assiffned by his successor, 

Fragmenta, 27.) A^d e p volition of the ‘wise 

the Stoics, to the knowledge ^ ^^bject 

man’ made their Dmmty (for " be reckoned 

for compliments, rather than a power to 



with. In Hindu speculation the ‘Arahat , still more the 
‘Buddha’, becomes the superior of Brahma; the stoical 
‘wise man’ is, at least, the equal of Zeus. 

Berkeley affirms over and over again that no idea can 
be formed of a soul or spirit— ‘If any naan shall doubt oj 
the truth of what is here delivered, let him but reflect and 
try if he can form any idea of power or active being; and 
whether he hath ideas of two principal powers marked by 
the names of will and understanding distinct from each other, 
as well as from a third idea of substance or being in general, 
with a relative notion of its supporting or being the subject 
of the aforesaid power, which is signified by the name 
soul or spirit. This is what some hold ; but, so far as I can 
see, the w'ords will, soul, spirit, do not stand for different 
ideas or, in truth, for any idea at all, but for something 
which is very different from ideas, and which, being an 
agent, cannot be like unto or represented by any idea 
whatever [though it must be owned at the same time, that 
we have some notion of soul, spirit, and the operations of 
the mind, such as willing, loving, hating, inasmuch as we 
know or understand the meaning of these words”]. {Tlie 
Principles of Human Knowledge, Ixxvi. See also §§ Ixxxix, 
cxxxv, cxlv.) 

It is open to discussion, I think, whether it is possible 
to have ‘some notion’ of that of which we can form no 
‘idea’. 

Berkeley attaches several predicates to the ‘perceiving 
active being, mind, spirit, soul or myself’ (Parts I, II) It 
is said, for example, to be ‘indivisible, incorporeal, unex- 
tended, and incorruptible’. The predicate indivisible, 
though negative in form, has highly positive consequences. 
For, if ‘perceiving active being’ is striedy indivisible, man’s 
soul must be one with the Divine spirit; which is good 
Hindu or Stoical doctrine, but hardly orthodox Christian 
philosophy. If, on the other hand, the ‘substance’ of 
active perceiving ‘being’ is actually divided into the one 
Divine and innumerable human entities, how can the 
predicate ‘indivisible’ be rigorously applicable to it? 

Taking the words cited, as they stand, they amount to 
the denial of the possibility of any knowledge of substance. 
‘Matter’ having been resolved into mere affections of 
‘spirit’, ‘spirit’ melts away into an admittedly incon- 
ceivable and unknowable hypostasis of thought and power 
— consequently the existence of anything in the universe 
beyond a flow of phenomena is a purely hypothetical 
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assumption. Indeed a pyrrhonist might raise the objection 
that if ‘esse’ is ‘percipi’ spirit itself can have no existence 
except as a perception, hypostatized into a ‘self’, or as a 
perception of some other spirit. In the former case, 
objective reality vanishes ; in the latter, there would seem 
to be the need of an infinite series of spirits each perceiving 
the others. 

It is curious to observe how very closely the phr^eology 
of Berkeley sometimes approaches that of the Stoics; thus 
(cxlviii). ‘It seems to be a general pretence of the unthinking 
herd that they cannot see God. . . . But, alas, we need orAy 
open our eyes to see the Sovereign Lord of all things with 
a more fiiU and clear view, than we do any of our feUow- 
creatures . . - we do at all times and in all places perceive 
manifest tokens of the Divinity: every^g we see, hear, 
feel, or any wise perceive by sense, being a sign or etlect 
of tfie power of God’ . . . cxlix. ‘It is therefore p am 
that nothing can be mere evident to any one diat is capable oi 
the least reflection, than the «xwfenceo/Go«/, or a spiritwhoa 
intimately present to our minds, produemg in “em ^ 
that variety of ideas or sensations which continually affect 
us, on whom we have an absolute and entire dependence, 
in short, in whom we live and move and hmeour being, a. 
[3ut YOU U say hath Nature no share in the production 
o^lral and mu,, they be all aserjb^ » ^ 

immediate and sole operation of God? . . . n by JSatu 
is meant some being distinct from God, as ^ 
laws of nature and things perceived by I “ 
fess that word is to me an empty sound, wfoout any 
intelligible meaning annexed to it.] Nature in this ac^epto- 
don b®a vaS ai introduced by Aose heaAenr^o 
had not just nodons of the ommpresence and intote 
perfection of God.’ 

Compare Seneca {De Beneficiis, iv, 7 ) . . .. 

•Natura, Inquit, l«c mM S 

Lctorem rerum nostrarum compeUare, et jovem 
^pLtum e. matdmum riK 

qui non, ut histonci ^.g^t ^sed quod stant 

ceptum acies Romanorum .j.. g g/^. hunc eundem 

StSf-c^tl^rea'T-Sr^’^Senn' li «ould appeat. 
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therefore, that the good Bishop is somewhat hard upon the 
‘heathen’, of whose words his own might be a paraphrase. 

There is yet another direction m which Berkeley s philo- 
sophy, I ^vill not say agrees with Gautama but at any 
rate helps to make a fundamental dogma of Buddhism 

inteUisdble. . , , i 

‘I find I can excite ideas in my mind at pleasure, and 

vary and shift the scene as often as I think fit. It is no 
more than wdUing, and straightway this or that idea arises 
in my fancy; and by the same power, it is obliterated, and 
mak 4 way for another. This making and unmaking ot 
ideas doth very properly denominate the mind active. 
This much is certain and grounded on experience. . . . 


(Principles, xxviii.) , • , .u . 

A good many of us, I fancy, have reason to think that 

experience tells them very much the contrary , and are 
painfully familiar with the obsession of the mind by ideas 
which cannot be obliterated by any effort of the ivill and 
steadily refuse to make way for others. But what I desire 
to point out is that if Gautama was equally' confident that 
he could ‘make and unmake’ ideas— then, since he had 
resolved self into a group of ideal phantoms — the possibility 
of abolishing self by volition naturally followed. 


According to Buddhism, the relation of one life to the next 
is merely that borne by the flame of one lamp to the flame 
of another lamp which is set alight by it. To the ‘Arahat’ 
or adept ‘no outward form, no compound thing, no 
creature, no creator, no existence of any kind, must appear 
to be other than a temporary collocation of its component 
parts, fated inevitably to be dissolved.’ — (Rhys Davids, 
Hibbert Lectures, p. 2 1 1 .) 

The self is nothing but a group of phenomena held 
together by the desire of life; when that desire shall have 
ceased, ‘the Karma of that particular chain of lives will 
cease to influence any longer any distinct individual, and 
there will be no more birth; for birth, decay, and death, 
grief, lamentation, and despair will have come, so far as 
regards that chain of lives, for ever to an end.’ 

The state of mind of the Arahat in which the desire of 
life has ceased is Nirv'ana. Dr. Oldenberg has very acutely 
and patiently considered the various interpretations which 
have been attached to ‘Nirvana’ in the work to which I 
have referred (pp. 285 et seqX The result of his and other 
discussions of the question may I think be briefly stated 
thus; I. Logical deduction from the predicates attached to 
the term ‘Nirv'ana’ strips it of all reality, conceivability, or 



J^ote lo, 
p. 74. 
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perceivability, whether by Gods or men. For all practical 
purposes, therefore, it comes to exactly the same thing as 
annihilation. 

2. But it is not annihilation in the ordinary sense, inas- 
much as it could take place in the living Arahat or Buddha. 

3. And, since, for the faithful Buddlust, that which was 
abolished in the Arahat was the possibility of further pain, 
sorrow, or sin; and that which was attained was perfect 
peace; his mind directed itself exclusively to this joyful 
consummation, and personified ^e negation of all con- 
ceivable existence and of all pain into a positive blip. 1 his 
was all the more easy, as Gautama refused to give any 
dogmatic definition of Nirvana. There is sotnething anal^ 
go^ in the way in which people commonly talk of the 
‘happy release’ of a man who has been long suffering frpm 
mortal disease. According to their own views, it mmt 
always be extremely doubtful whether the man ^ be 
any Lppier after the ‘release’ than before. But they do 
not choose to look at the matter in this hght 

The popular notion that, tvith practical, if not meta- 
physical, annihilation in view, Bud^m must needs be a 
Ld and gloomy faith seems to be 

on the contrary, the prospect of Nirvana fills true 

beUever, not merely with cheerfulness, but with an 
ecstatic desire to reach it. . . « 

The influence of the picture of the personal qualitiw of 
Gautama, afforded by the legenda^ anecdotes which 
rapidly grew into a biography of the Buddha; and by the 
bnth TtSes, which coalesced tvith the cu^ent 
and were inteUigible to aU the world, doubtless ^ 

great part. Further, although Gautama ^ppea^ not 
^ve meddled with the caste system, he refused to recog 

the organization of the Biddings imo 

ties for the stricter professors wlule the laity 

a wide indulgence in temporary abodes of 

Slut his eyes to what might foUow. 

In ancient times it was the felnon. even ^ong *e 
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sources - not long ago it was as generally denied that Greek 
these extremes. 

The Ionian intellectual movement does not stand alone. 
It is only one of several sporadic indications 
of some^ powerful mental ferment over *c Nvholc of 
areaTom^sed between the ^gean and Northern Hm- 
dostan during the eighth, seventh, and sixth centuries 

before our era. In these three pi] 

attained its apogee among the Semites of Pakstin., 
Lroasterism grew and became the creed of a conquering 
race, the Iranic Ar)-ans; Buddhism rose and spread with 
marv-ellous rapidity among the Aryans of H^indostan, 
w^hile scientific naturalism took its rise among the Ar>ans 
of Ionia. It would be difficult to find another three cen- 
turies which have given birth to four events of equal 
importance. AU the principal existing religions of man- 
kind have gro^vn out of the first three: while the fourth is 
the little spring, now swollen irito the stream of 

positive science. So far as physical possibilities go, t .e 
prophet Jeremiah and the oldest Ionian philosopher might 
have met and conversed. If they had done so, they would 
probably have disagreed a good deal ; and it is interesting 
to reflect that their discussions might have embraced 
questions which, at the present day, are still hotly con- 
troverted. 


The old Ionian philosophy, then, seems to be only one 
of many results of a stirring of the moral and intellectual 
life of the Aryan and the Semitic populations of ^Vestern 
Asia. The conditions of this general aw'akening were 
doubtless manifold; but there is one which modern research 
has brought into great prominence. This is the existence 
of extremely ancient and highly advanced societies in the 
valleys of the Euphrates and of the Nile. 

It is now known that, more than a thousand — perhaps 
more than two thousand — years before the sixth century 
B.C., civilization had attained a relatively high pitch 
among the Babylonians and the Eg\-ptians. Not only had 
painting, sculpture, architecture, and the industrial arts 
reached a remarkable development; but in Chaldaca, at 
any rate, a vast amount of knowledge had been accumu- 
lated and methodized, in the departments of grammar, 
mathematics, astronomy, and natural histor)'. AVhere 
such traces of the scientific spirit are visible, naturalistic 
speculation is rarely far off, though, so far as I know, no 
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remains of an Accadian, or Egyptian, philosophy, properly 
so called, have yet been recovered. 

Geographically, Chaldaea occupied a central position 
among the oldest seats of civilization. Commerce, lai^ely 
aided by the intervention of those colossal pedlars, Ae 
Phoenicians^ had brought Chaldsea mto connection wiA 
all of Aem', for a Aousand years before the epoch at 
present under consideration. And in Ae ninA, eighA, 
and sevenA centuries, Ae Assyrian, Ae depositoy of 
Chaldean civilization, as Ae Macedonia and Ac 
Roman, at a later date, were Ae depositarip of Grc^ 
culture, had added irresistible force to Ae oAer agenara 
for Ae wide distribution of Ghaldaean literature, art, and 


science. . 

I confess that I find it difficult to unagme that Ac 
Greek immigrants— who stood in somewhat Ae same 
relation to Ae Babylonians and Ae Egyptiam as Ae later 
Germanic barbarians to Ae Romans of Ae Empu^ 
Aould not have been immensely influenced by the "ew Me 
wiA which Aey became acquamted. 
dant direct evidence of Ae magnitude of th“ “ 

ri*rtain snheres. I suppose it is not doubted Aat Ac 
(S^went to school wiA Ae Orient^ for his pntnfy 
instruction m reading, writing, and ant^eti| ^d A^ 
Semitic Aeology supphed hun wiA some of his myAoio- 
SorT NTdoiW aow seem to be any qumnoa 

5 irge mdebtedoess of Gmek art to that of 

Chaldaea and Aat of Egypt. . ^ . 

But Ae manner of Aat mdebtedness is very 

F^from being subdued mto mere imitators by 

SetSffic^cxfeUenceofAeirteatoAeylo^ 

6 the 

iTtrth «hae to condder the prohabl. effect upon 



NOTES 97 

the acute and critical Greek mind of the conOict of ideas 
social, political, and theological, which arose out ol the 
conditions of life in the Asiatic colonics. 1 he Jonian 
polities had passed through the whole gamut oi social 
and political changes, from patriarchal and occasirm.ill . 
oppressive kingship to rowdt' and still more burdensome 
mobship— no doubt with infinitely eloquent and copious 
argumentation, on both sides, at cvcr\ stage ot thui 
progress towards that arbitrament of force which sctiles 
mo^t political questions. The maiwellous speculative 
faculty, latent in the Ionian, had come in contact \Mth 
Mesopotamian, Eg\-ptian, Phoenician theologies and cos- 
mogonies; with the illuminati of Orphism and the fanatics 
and dreamers of the Mvsteries ; possibly with Buddhism and 
Zoroasterism; possibly even with Judaism. And it ha.^ been 
observed that the mutual contradictions of antagonistic 
supernaturalisms are apt to play a large part among the 
generative agencies of naturalism. 

Thus, various external influences may have contriliuted 
to the rise of philosophy among the Ionian Greeks of the 
sixth centuiy. But the assimilative capacity of the Greek 
mind — its power of Hellenizing whatever it touched— lias 
here worked so effectually, that, so far as I can lenni. no 
indubitable traces of such extraneous contriliutions an- 
now allowed to exist by the most authoritative hi^^iorians 
of Philosophy. Nevertheless, I think it must be admitted 
that the coincidences between the Heraclcito-stoical doc- 
trines and those of the older Hindu philosophy arc c.x- 
tremely remarkable. In both, the cosmos pursues an 
eternal succession of cyclical changes. The great year, 
answering to the Kalpa, covers an entire cycle from the 
origin of the universe as a fluid to its dissolution in fire — 
‘Humor initium, ignis exitus mundiq as Seneca has it. 
In both systems, there is immanent in the cosmos a source 
of energy, Brahma, or the Logos, tvhich works according 
to fixed laws. The individual soul is an elflux of this 
world-spirit, and returns to it. Perfection is attainable 
only by individual effort, through ascetic discipline, and 
is rather a state of painlessness than of happine.w; if indeed 
it can be said to be a state of anything, sa\'e the negation 
of perturbing emotion. The hatchment motto Tn Ccelo 
Quies’ would serve both Hindu and Stoic: and absolute 
quiet is not easily distinguishable from annihilation. 

Zoroasterism, which, geographically, occupies a position 
intermediate between Hellenism and Hinduism, agrees 
with the latter in recognizing the essential evil of the 
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cosmos; but diffcn from both in iu intensely anthropo- 
morphic personification of the two antagonistic print ipLw, 
to the one of which it ascribes all the good; and, to the 
other, all the evil. In fact, it assumes the existence of two 
worlds, one good and one bad; the latter created by the 
evil power for the purpose of damaging the former. The 
existing cosmos is a mere mixture of the two, and the 'last 
judgment’ is a root-and-branch extirpation of the work 

Note 12, There is no snare in which the feet of a modern student 
b 7d of ancient lore are more easily entangled, than that winch 
is spread bv the similarity of the language of antupiity to 
modern modes of expression. I do not presume to interpret 
the obscurest of Greek philosophers; all I wxsh is to ^>olnt 
out, that his words, in the sense accepted by competent 
interpreters, fit modern ideas singularly well. 

So far as the general theory of evolution goes there is no 
difficulty. The aphorism about the river; the figure of the 
child playing on the shore; the kingship and latherhood 
of Sife, seem decisive. The ue. u.r. expresses, 
wiffi singular aptness, the cyclica aspect of the one proce« 
of organic evolution in individual plants and animals . y et 
mfy be a quBtion whether the Heracletlean ,.n e 
ncluded any distinct concepuon of the struggle or extst- 
.nee A^ain it is tempting to compare the part played by 
Herad^eitean ‘fire’ with that ascnl^d by the m^erns 
rsr rather to that cause of motion of which heat is 
™“ pri" a little ingenuity ntight find a fore- 
one express , . f conservaUon of energy, 

‘^l7«yin banged into fire a|J 

L trto aS tLp, as gold into goo* and goods mto gold. 

Pope’s fines in the Essay on Man (Ep. i, 267-8), 

‘All are but parts of one stupendom whole, 

Whose body Nature is, and God ^e soul , 

* *nueni in hoc inundo locuin 

Mte 13, simply in homme animus: quod cst Ulic 

SmaS;- of what 

dian the tvnungs of the b'oia ^ ultra-pessi- 

rtrye as a ? just as hard things 

Tout oW^ianijy - Hs 

t d*rrv):fow“» dte drcumsunces of the tinte d 
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Alexander’s successors or of the early Emperors of Rome. 
To the man with an ethical ideal, the world, including 
himself, will always seem full of evil. 
itg 14, I use the well-known phrase, but decline responsibility for 
p. 76. the libel upon Epicurus, whose doctrines were far less 
compatible with existence in a stye than those of the 
Cynics. If it were steadily borne in mind that the con- 
ception of the ‘flesh’ as the source of evil, and the great 
saying ‘Initium est salutis notitia peccati’, are the property 
of Epicurus, fewer illusions about Epicureanism would 
pass muster for accepted truth. 

jie 15, The Stoics said that man was a Xnyaov roXiTitiov 
p. 78. (piXaXXriXov, or a rational, a political, and an altruistic 
or philanthropic animal. In their view, his higher nature 
tended to develop in these three directions, as a plant 
tends to grow up into its typical form. Since, without the 
introduction of any consideration of pleasure or pain, 
whatever thwarted the realization of its type by the plant 
might be said to be bad, and whatever helped it good ; so 
virtue, in the Stoical sense, as the conduct which tended 
to the attainment of the rational, political, and philan- 
thropic ideal, was good in itself, and irrespectively of its 
emotional concomitants. 

Man is an ‘animal sociale communi bono genitum’. The 
safety of society depends upon practical recognition of the 
fact. ‘Salva autem esse societas nisi custodia et amore 
partium non possit’, says Seneca. {De Ira, ii, 31.) 

)te 16, The importance of the physical doctrine of the Stoics lies in 
p. 78. its clear recognition of the universality of the law of causa- 
tion, with its corollary, the order of nature: the exact form 
of that order is an altogether secondary consideration. 

Many ingenious persons now appear to consider that the 
incompatibility of pantheism, of materialism, and of any 
doubt about the immortaUty of the soul, with religion and 
morality, is to be held as an axiomatic truth. I confess 
that I have a certain difficulty in accepting this dogma. 
For the Stoics were notoriously materialists and pantheists 
of the most extreme character; and while no strict Stoic 
believed in the eternal duration of the individual soul, 
some even denied its persistence after death. Yet it is 
equally certain that of all gentile philosophies. Stoicism 
exhibits the highest ethical development, is animated by 
Ae most religious spirit, and has exerted the profoundest 
influence upon the moral and religious development not 
merely of the best men among the Romans, but among the 
modems down to our own day. 
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Seneca was claimed as a Christian and placed ^ong 
the saints by the fathers of the early Ctetian Church; 
and the genuineness of a correspondence between him and 
the apostle Paul has been hotly maintained in our own 
time by orthodox writers. That the letters, ^ we possess 
them are worthless forgenes is obvious; and '^iters ds 
wide ’apart as Baur and Lightfoot agree that the whole 
story' is devoid of foundation. 

The dissertation of the late Bishop of Durham 
tn the Philimans) is particularly worthy of study, apart 
from thS Son, on account of the evidence which it 
Lpplies of the numerous simtianUes ° 

fes.rS'ii.S'ASS.'r- 

HpedaUy stoical Scul“ ta 

reference to the stoical instructive little 

Aa. a -«er 

should speak of ^ L of iSen who, having 

Surely, rather, it ^'^SisLcss of despair among 

cast off aU iUusions and the cWdishnes or 

them, were minded to endure p ^ ^ 

titions the cosmic the ’progress towards 

conditions were compatibl r j ^ worthy object 

virtue, which alone, for r j^jp^ir in the stoical 

on existence, ‘*^°pted ‘wise man’ is the equal of 

declaration that P , . ^tion of his existence. And, 

Zeus in everything but duration oi 

in my judgment, there IS ^ ht P arrogance. 

serves for the text o - there is no good except 

Grant the stoical P°*^'^'^^^^ted wise man is altogeth^ 
virtue; grant that t^^^ g,uded in all things by 

;j^“:^rSMran cincf rz=us,and .here see™. 

no escape Vrom .he s.o.cal conctaon. 

‘i have ven.ured on using .he 

' • . _ term. 



Note 1 8, Many of the stoical philosophers recomrnended their 
70. disciples to take an active share in public affairs; and in 
the Roman world, for several centuries, the best public 
men were strongly inclined to Stoicism. Nevertheless, the 
logical tendency of Stoicism seems to me to be fulfilled 
only in such men as Diogenes and Epictetus. 

NoU 19, ‘Criticisms on the Origin of Species’, 1864. Collected 
p. 81 Essays, vol. ii, p- 9 ^- [i 294 ]- 

NoU 20, Of course, strictly speaking, social life, and the ethical 
/). 81. process in virtue of which it advances towards perfection, 
are part and parcel of the general process of evolution, 
just as the gregarious habit of innumerable plants and 
animals, which has been of immense advantage to them, 
is so. A hive of bees is an organic polity, a society in which 
the part played by each member is determined by organic 
necessities. Queens, workers, and drones are, so to speak, 
castes, divided from one another by marked physical 
barriers. Among birds and mammals, societies are formed, 
of which the bond in many cases seems to be purely 
psychological; that is to say, it appears to depend upon 
the liking of the individuals for one another’s company. 
The tendency of individuals to over self-assertion is kept 
down by fighting. Even in these rudimentary forms of 
society, love and fear come into play, and enforce a 
greater or less renunciation of self-will. To this extent the 
general cosmic process begins to be checked by a rudi- 
mentary ethical process, which is, strictly speaking, part 
of the former, just as the ‘governor’ in a steam-engine is 
part of the mechanism of the engine. 

NoU 21, See ‘Government: Anarchy or Regimentation’, CollecUd 
p. 82. Essays, vol. i, pp. 413 — 418. It is this form of political 
philosophy to which I conceive the epithet of ‘reasoned 
savagery’ to be strictly applicable. [1894.] 

Note 22, ‘L’homme n’est qu’un roseau, le plus faible de la nature, 
p. 83. mais e’est un roseau pensant. II ne faut pas que I’univers 
entier s’arme pour I’ecraser. Une vapeur, une gouttc 
d’eau, suffit pour le tuer. Mais quand I’univers I’ecraserait, 
I’homme serait encore plus noble que ce qui le tue, parce 
qu’il salt qu’il meurt; et I’avantage que I’univers a sur 
lui, I’univers n’en salt rien .’ — Pensees de Pascal. 

NoU 23, The use of the word ‘Nature’ here may be criticized. Yet 
/>.84. the manifestation of the natural tendencies of men is so 
profoundly modified by training that it is hardly too 
strong. Consider the suppression of the sexual instinct 
between near relations. 
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^ *4, A great proportion of poetry is addressed by the young to 
p. 84 the young; only the great masters of the art are capable 
of dtivirung, or think it worth while to enter into, the 
feelings of retrospective age. The two great poets whom 
we have so lately lost, Tenn^-son and Browning, have done 
this, each in his o\N’n inimitable way; the one in the 
Ulysses, from which I have borrowed; the other in that 
wonderful fragment ‘Childe Roland to the dark Tower 
came’. 
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JULIAN HUXLEY 
EVOLUTIONARY ETHICS 
[The Romanes Lectures^ 19433 

I 

T. H. Huxley’s antithesis between ethics and evolution 

I HARDLT need to say how much I valued the invitation to 
deliver this lecture. To be asked to join the band of Romanes 
lecturers, which has included so many of our greatest men 
during ^e past half-century, is a v^ued honour. To be 
able, in that situation, to speak in and to my old university, 
which not only formed my mind but later provided both the 
opportunity and the stimulus for its most intensive exercise, 
is a cherished privilege. 

That is already a great deal; but you have enhanced both 
the honour and the privilege by extending this invitation to 
me on the fiftieth anniversary of the Romanes lecture of my 
grandfather, Thomas Henry Huxley, and by suggesting that I 
might have something to contribute on the tremendous theme 
which he selected. 

As I grew up, the example of T. H. Huxley was constantly 
before me. He was great not only as a scientist, but also as a 
man: the Romanes lecture on Evolution and Ethics which, two 
years before his death, he delivered firom where I now stand, 
was one of his notable contributions to general thought. 

But this honour carries its peculiar responsibilities. For 
one thing, it is almost an impertinence for anyone to embark 
upon a discussion of abstract ethical questions when all 
around us the straightforward practical ethics of performing 
one’s immediate duty are leading millions uncomplainingly 
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to new heights of heroism and sacrifice. On this, however, I 
am comforted by the reflection that some of the most abstract 
ethical problems have in recent times become intensely and 
increasingly practical. Fifty years ago T. H. Huxley could, it 
seems, consider what he called the ethical process as based 
on general principles which were both immutable and ration- 
ally self-evident. Since his time this conception of absolute 
and unquestioned ethical standards has steadily become less 
tenable, to be replaced by an even more thoroughgoing ethical 
relativism. But this process did not only manifest itself in the 
intellectual sphere. It has emerged into the domain of brutal 
and gigantic fact. Fascism, notably in its National-Sociahst 
™ise, has developed its own ethical principles, in which 
millions of our fellow-men firmly believe; and these are almost 
diametrically opposed to anything which Huxley considered 
as self-evident. We live under the grim matenal necessity o 
defeating the Nazi system, ethics and aU, but no less under 
the spiritual and inteUectual necessity not merely of feehng 
or believing but oi knowing that Nazi ethics are not just different 
from ours, but wrong and false; or at least less nght and less Hu^ 
Nazi Germany also demonstrates what strengt a so ty 
can dTaw from to ethical beliefs, however dtoorted they may 
aooear to us. Meanwhile for us in this country and the other 
umted Nations the fateful responsibiliues of the peace loom 
dSy large U 4em up afyou wiU, into their econonue 
and'pScal cLpartments, into devices for «chmca “ 

:ie;”c; s - r *ai w 

Yet this IS precise y what we la . ^ bewfidering 

of our traditional values, ^ ^^e immediate 

atmosphere of ethical relativity, the^^ 

duties concerned with wa^ng urgent business 

rci:"ot\X pnnciples: reUbon 
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biolorist may. I hope, make his conlribution by shomng how 
Mme of the knowledge slowly amassed by 
fellow-scientists may be used as the outhne of a map of he* 
difficult and dangerous verges, and so help to bring them 
within the assured domain of human safety and order. 

A map is not reaUty ; it does not even attempt to reproduce 
or evoke reality, only to give a convenient representation ot 
certain of its physical features. And a small-scale outline 
map must concentrate on major features, leaving the details 
to be filled in later. I am perfectly aware of the immense 
complexity of our moral fives, each of which, and every separate 
ethical problem within each fife, is unique. But they are 
irrelevant to this business of map-drawing. Nor, in his brief 
hour, has a lecturer time for documentation or for technical 
discussion of the steps in his argument. If I make what appear 
sweeping pronouncements on biological or psychological mat- 
ters, it is because I conceive it my business here to be merely to 
present the broad outlines of a map. 

For T. H. Huxley, fifty years ago, there was a fundamental 
contradiction between the ethical process and the cosmic 
process. By the former, he meant the universafist ethics of the 
Victorian enlightenment, bred by nineteenth-century humani- 
tarianism out of traditional Christian ethics, and in him person- 
ally tinged by a noble but stem puritanism and an almost fan- 
atical devotion to scientific truth and its pursuit. And the cosmic 
process he restricted almost entirely to biological evolution and 
to the selective struggle for existence on which it depends. 
‘The ethical progress of society’ — this was the main conclusion 
of his Romanes lecture — ‘consists, not in imitating the cosmic 
process, still less in mnning away from it, but in combating it.’ 

To-day, that contradiction can, I believe, be resolved — on 
the one hand by extending the concept of evolution botli 
backward into the inorganic and forward into the human 
domain, and on the other by considering ethics not as a body 
of fixed principles, but as a product of evolution, and itself 
evolving. In both cases, the intellectual tool which has given 
us new insight is that of developmental analysis — the scientific 
study of change, of becoming, of the production of novelty, 
whether of fife from not-fife, of a baby from an ovum and a 
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man from a baby, of ants and swallows and tigers out of 
ancestral protozoa, of civilized societies out of barbarism and 
barbarism out of the dim beginnings of social life. 


n 

INDIVIDUAL ethics: THE PROTO-ETHICAL MECHANISM 


Ethics is not an entity. It is the name we assign to the 
results of the workings of a particular psychological mechanism. 
This ethical mechanism is an agency for securing that certain 
of our actions and thoughts shall be consciously felt and judged 
to have the qualities of rightness or wrongness. It gives us 
what is popularly called our moral sense. This sense of right- 
ness or wrongness is charged with the driving force of strong 
emotions, so that the ethical mechanism, once established, 
helps to determine both our actions and those potential actions 
that are included under the head of sentiments, beliefs, and 
principles. On the other hand, it provides no guarantee that 
the feelings it engenders are correct, or its judgements objectively 


valid. 

Our ethics can be classified, hke our backbone, among our 
supporting mechanisms. The backbone, together with the rest 
of the bony skeleton, the cartilages, tendons, and all the con- 
nective tissues, serves as a supporting physical framework. Our 
ethical mechanism, together with our conditioned reflexes, 
skills, habits, likes and dislikes, serves as a supporting psycho- 
logical framework. Its pecuharity is that it charges aU that 
passes through its miU with the special emotive qv.ahties of 

rightness or wrongness. , , ^ . *-i 

We cannot make a map of the strange world of ethics until 

we study the embryology and later development of the ethical 
mechanism. The development of the mind has this in common 
with that of the body, that we have no recollection at aU of its 
earher stages, and that even later the most important changes 
take place below the surface, to be unravelled only by pains- 
taking scientific investigation. Mental embryology to-day is 
still a very young science, no further advanced than p ys 
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embryology perhaps a century ago. The map we denve 
fromTt is Su^crude and Ml of blanks, mistakes, and distortions, 
like the maps of the world produced by the early 

The ovum has no ethics, any more than it has a backbone 
Ethics, like backbones, come out of non-existence into ms tence 
de novo in each individual development. Somewhat as the 
physical stiffening of the backbone is later built round a 
Lbryological forerunner in the shape of the notochord, so 
the normal infant develops a forerunner for the moral sUffemng 
of adult ethics. The Freudians call it the primitive super-ego. 
I will venture to coin a more non-committal term— the proto- 


ethical mechanism. i • *1, 

This spiritual notochord appears to be formed early m the 

infant’s second year of post-natal life. It arises as the resu t 0 a 

special kind of conflict among the chaos of unregulated impulses 
with which the infant is originally endowed. 

As the baby begins to draw a distinction between itself and 
outer reality, it is the mother' who comes to represent the 
external world, and to mediate its impacts on the child. But 
she dawns upon its growing consciousness under two opposite 
aspects. She is the child’s chief object of love, and its fountain- 
head of satisfaction, security, and peace. But she is also 
Authority, the chief source of power mysteriously set over the 
child and arbitrarily thwarting some of the impulses along 
whose paths its new life quests outwards. 

The frustration of infantile impulse generates anger, hate, 
and destructive wishes — what the psychologists generally style 
aggression — directed against the thwarting authority. But this 
hated authority is also the loved mother. The infant is thus 
faced with the primal conflict. Two irreconcilable sets of 
impulses are directed towards the same object, and that object 
is Ae centre of its surrounding universe. 

The conflict is normally won by love. The anger and the 
aggression, the accompanying magic fantasies of death-wishes 
and the like, become branded and tinged with the quality of 
guilt — in other words wrongness — and more or less completely 
banished. They emerge occasionally into action in the form 


^ And/or any efficient mother-substitute, such as a nurse who takes over the 
care of the baby, or a large part of it. 
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of rages and tempers, but for the most part are either sup- 
pressed into the background of consciousness, or wholly re- 
pressed into the unconscious. If repressed, part of their charge 
of guilt (to borrow a metaphor from electricity) accompanies 
them into the unconscious; and in the unconscious they con- 
tinue to exist, refused conscious recognition, but constantly 
demanding an outlet in some disguised form. 

The proto-ethical mechanism may be considered as a 
special adaptation to the peculiar conditions of human infancy. 
Owing to the plastic and decompartmentalized nature of human 
mind, man is faced with all kinds of conflicts to which other 
animal species are not subject. When adult, he can generally 
arrive at their resolution in action, with the aid of reason and 
experience. But the infant is unable to solve them rationally 
or even consciously for lack of a requisite basis of experience. 


How then shall action be secured? 

The same general type of problem has had to be solved by 
life on many occasions, and has been met by the evolution of 
nervous machinery whereby one of the conflicting impulses is 
inhibited when the other comes into action. This occms on 
the muscular level: when the flexors of our arm are thrown 
into action and contracted, the antagomstic ^tensors are 
automatically thrown out of action and relaxed It occurs 
on the reflex level; the throwing into activity of one reflex 
inhibits other reflexes, especiaUy those which demand tiie use 
of the same muscles. It seems also to o«ur on the instocmal 
level- the student of animal behaviour is constantly struck by 
the way in which instincts which compete, if one mayj^e 
the nhrase for the possession of the animal s activity, e 

Xr-no*i„g «y. And finaUy in man. especal^m 
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ptoto-e*ical mech. 
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secLine the complete or partial ascendancy of the other. It 
notTefely an adaptation for securing action instead of inde- 
cision, buLlso one for securing one kind of acUon rather than 

certainly tore it always some true repression in- 
volved in the formation of to proto-ethical mechanism but 
to amount iviU vary immensely from one ehiM to ^oto^ 
both according to inherited temperament and stiU more to its 

relations with its mother. • a.u„ 

These discoveries of modem psychology concerning the 

proto-ethical mechanism and its function f 
of court aU purely intuitive theones of ethics. All that the child 
inherits is a capacity for building up what we have called a 
proto-ethical mechanism; and even that will not take place in 
all circumstances. Its ‘intuitions’ as to what consti^tes right or 
wrong are derived from its environment, largely mediated 
through its mother. 

Our modem knowledge also helps us to understand the 
absolute, categorical, and other-worldly quality of moral obli- 
gation, on which moral philosophers lay such stress. It is due 
in the first instance to the compulsive all-or-nothing mechanism 
by which the primitive super-ego operates. It is also due to the 
fact that, as Waddington points out, the external world first 
intmdes itself into the baby’s magic solipsism in the form of the 
parents’ demands for control over primitive impulses, so that 
infantile ethics embody the shock of the child’s discovery of a 
world outside itself and unamenable to its wishes. 

This quality of absoluteness is later reinforced by the natural 
human desire for certitude, as well as by certain peculiarities of 
our language mechanism, which I shall discuss later. Thus the 
absoluteness of moral obligation turns out on analysis to be no 
true absolute, but a result of the nature of our infantile mental 
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machinery, combined with later rationalization and wish- 
fulfilment. 

And there may be other complications. The impulses whose 
thwarting generated the guilty hate may themselves become 
coloured with guilt, or be repressed. Or if the impulses of love 
alone are too weak to ensure obedience, the repressed aggression 
may be turned against the original offending impulse and 
employed as it were as a policeman or goaler. These and other 
variations on the main theme must be studied in the text-books 
and the case-histories. But the central fact remains that out of 
this primal conflict there grows the beginning of ethics. Primi- 
tive love conquers primitive hate by saddling it with the burden 
of primal guilt : and with this the polarity of right and wrong 
becomes attached to our thoughts and actions. 

We none of us normally remember this first stage in our 
moral development. Part of it may sometimes be recovered by 
special psychological procedures; but in the main the proto- 
ethical mechanism is an intellectual construction, deduced on 
scientific grounds, like the atom or the gene. 

That this is so is particularly evidenced by recent studies of 
so-called ‘moral defectives’ — children who lack any normally 
operative moral sense. In the majority this is due not to any 
hereditary defect of mental make-up, but to the absence in the 
infant’s life of a mother or effective mother-substitute during 
the crucial period from about one to three years old. Without 
a mother, no strong love focused on a personal object; without 
such love, no conflict of irreconcilable impulses; without such 
conflict, no guilt; and without such guilt, no effective moral 
sense. 

Neither is the moral sense a mere affair of conditioned 
reflexes. It develops only when the child’s mind is able to grasp 
the mother as a separate person, not merely as a set of stimuli 
or sensory cues setting off or conditioning this or that reaction. 
During its first twelve months the child acquires many habiti 
and may be conditioned in various ways, for instance in regar 
to cleanhness. But unless this conditioning is brought into 
relation with the dynamic structure of focused impulse which 
develops in the second year, it will wear out or bre^ down. 

Once the moral sense is developed, the developing human 
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bong can continue to tilt the balan« of loS 

means of the ethical forces now at its disposal rishtness 
of Fuilt or felt wrongness, the moral wmgs of felt nghtness. 
?hS^c^ ^attached to any conflict, but always m relaUon 

to some person or thing for whom we feel 

alone or blended into awe or other ambivalent feelmg 

parents, teachers, pubUc opinion, God, one s own self-respect, a 

central problem remains to haunt us ^ insistently 
as ever How can we be sure that the objects or aims to which 
our moral sense affixes the labels of felt rightness “d wrong- 
ness are in fact right or wrong? What external standards have 
we for the validity of our moral sense? We must leave ^ 
problem until we have been brought back to it by another 
route; for the moment we must continue our bnef outlme ot 
individual ethical development. 


m 

mmvrouAL ethics: the passage to maturtty 

After the embryonic mental structure has been thus laid 
down, the main development of the mind has still to unfold 
itself.* It must undertake what Walter Lippmann has called 
the passage to maturity. The infant, endowed by nature with 
unlimited desires, must grow up in a world where they can be 
satisfied only to a limited extent. His earliest thought, unbacked 
by experience and unfortified by reason, is a form of magic 
operating almost wholly by non-rational phantasy; it must be 
adjusted to external reality, and must leam to incorporate 
experience with the aid of reason. He is beset by.conflicts, both 
external and internal, which must in some measure be resolved 
before he can think clearly or act decisively. 

His primitive and absolutist ethics, based on non-rational 
and unconscious mental processes, inevitably tend to an undue 
restriction of his human activities, by locking up conflicting 
psychological ‘energies’ in the repressive mechanism of the 
unconscious. To arrive at a constructive and truly humanistic 
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ethics, he needs to liberate these forces from their unconscious 
grappling. 

But mental development differs from physical in being far 
less standardized. It can be varied to an enormous extent at 
any stage, including the earliest; and early variations exert a 
lasting effect, so that adult character is to a large extent deter- 
mined by the form given to the mind in infancy and childhood, 
through processes which we have irrevocably forgotten. 

There is one kind of variation in our mental development 
that particularly concerns us — the degree to which our ethical 
mechanism is itself unrealistic, to use the neutral term which 
psychologists prefer, though untrue or irrational might often be 
more descriptive. It is unrealistic when unjust or merely stupid 
treatment of the child superposes on the normal and healthy 
guilt evoked by hate for those whom we must at all costs love, 
an excess load which does not correspond with any reality, and 
so is too great to be discharged in the simple happy business of 
living. This may lead to an unbearable and quite irrational 
sense of unworthiness and even self-hatred — ‘HeU under the 
skull bones. Death under the breast-bones’, as Walt Whitman 
wrote. 

This excess load of unrealistic guilt leads on to further dis- 
tortions, as when authority is injected into the growing mind 
as an over-harsh super-ego, or reprojected outwards in the 
form of a jealous and vengeful God; or when, unable to bear 
the condemnation of his super-ego, the persecution maniac 
projects this into society, thus removing his own feeling of 
guilt, while at the same time being able to accuse the world of 
cruelty or oppression. 

Again, our ethics will be unrealistic if, after dividing our 
impulses into sheep and goats, we then with the aid of a form of 
magic thinking transform the goats into scapegoats, by pro- 
jecting into others the evil which we cannot bear to acknow- 
ledge in ourselves. Most Nazis genuinely believe that Jews are 
a major source of evU; they can do so because they have pro- 
jected the beastliness in their own souls into them. The tenable 
feature of such projection is that it can turn one’s vices into 
virtues: thus, granted the Nazi beUeves the Jews are evil, it is 
his mornl dutv to indulge his repressed aggression in cruelty 
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and violence towards them. It is an ethical mechanism, but a 
grossly unreaHstic one. 

Thus conscience itself, and also our behefs concerning it, 
can become distorted or unrealistic. I will give three illustra- 
tions of this. A modern English theologian writes that ‘conscience 
is a special exercise or activity of the faculty of reason . . . 
conscience is the mind of man when it is passing moral or 
ethical judgements’. This is unrealistic in leaving out all the 
irrational and compulsive elements in conscience, and in failing 
to consider its developmental origin. 

Mark Twain’s Huckleberry Finn at least faces the facts— 
‘It don’t make no difference whether you do right or wrong, 
a person’s conscience ain’t got no sense and just goes for him 
anyway. If I had a yaller dog that didn’t know more than 
a person’s conscience does. I’d pizon him. It takes up more 
room than all the rest of a person’s insides, and yet ain’t no 
good nohow. Tom Sawyer says the same.’ We may hazard 
the guess that Huck Finn was burdened with a moderate 
excess of unrealistic guilt. 

Finally Jonathan Swift — ‘Is not conscience a pair of 
breeches, which, though a cover for lewdness as well as nasti- 
ness, is easily slipt down for the service of both.’ The gloomiest 
Dean of all was only too well aware of the gross distortions to 
which our ethical mechanism may be subjected, though he 
doubtless never realized the extent of his own deformation. 

This is not, of course, to deny the importance of conscience. 
Conscience develops directly out of the proto-ethical mechanism, 
which as we saw is a necessary adaptation in our early years for 
securing action backed by a sense of rightness. And in so far 
as the proto-ethical mechanism is itself undistorted and its 
feeling of rightness reflects, albeit in embryonic form, a morality 
that is objectively right, it can then be developed by reason 
and aspiration into a conscience which will be an indispensable 
moral guide. What psychologists and sociologists demonstrate 
is that conscience can set up no claims to absolute authority. 
They can point out further that such claims are peculiarly 
dangerous, since those who make them are likely to be victims 
of a distorted and hyperactive conscience, charged with aggres- 
sion which seeks an outlet in attacking in others all those 
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tendencies of which itself bears the unconscious guilty 
burden. 

However, in favourable circumstances human beings are 
able to develop without these overdoses of untruth and unreality 
in their moral system. It is perfectly realistic to feel some guilt 
about hating one’s beloved mother. But the load need not be 
too heavy and can be dissipated in acts of obedience, love, and 
co-operation. True repression into the unconscious may be so 
small in extent as not to disturb later development at all 
dangerously. The unreahstic mists of magic phantasy-thinking 
can be in large measure dispened. Reason and reasonableness 
can be brought in to aid the development of the mind; the 
internal judgements of ethics can be checked against the 
external facts of experience; conflicts can achieve some sort 
of resolution in the realistic business of earning a Uving 
and bringing up a family; and the individual, if not grossly 
frustrated or oppressed, can adjust himself without too 
much unreality to the ethical standards of his society. 

It is thus a fact that human beings can, in certain circum- 
stances, achieve an internal ethical reahsm. And it is I think 
self-evident that it must be better to be realistic in one’s ethics 
than unrealistic. Thus here, in the proper adjustment of Ae 
sense of guilt to reality, we find one element in the validation 


of our ethics. 

However, ethics can be looked at from the angle of society 
as well as from that of the individual; and once we consider 
social ethics, we perceive that there must be an external as weU 
as an internal realism. A man may be well and realistically 
adiusted to the ethical standards of his society, but these may 
themselves be unreahstic. When this is so, the primary reason 
is lack of knowledge. In many primitive societies every death 
or disaster is ascribed to witchcraft or some other form ot 
marie For a tribal African the ethical duty of smeUing out and 
kilhng or punishing a guilty witch is reahstic: for us, with the 
knowledge at our disposal, it is wholly unreahstic. 

Similarly it has become ethically unreahstic for us to make 
expiation in face of volcanic eruptions or other natural cat^- 
tro^ies to treat disease as a divine pumshment or the insane as 
Dossessed by evil spirits, or to propitiate God by human sacn- 
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fice. We are beginning to think it ethically unrealistic for any 
human group to regard itself as a Chosen People or in any way 
inherently superior to others, or to believe that we alone are in 
receipt of the Divine Will as regards our morality. Some time 
in the future we can be sure that much that to-day is ethically 
quite realistic will prove wholly unrealistic — for instance, if I 
am to hazard a personal guess, in the fields of our sexual 
morality and our current attitude towards the Deity. 

It wiU not, of course, become unrealistic until the entire 
social scene has become transformed — its state of knowledge, 
its intellectual and moral climate, its social and economic 
structure, the very quality of the human beings living in it. 
But we are apt to forget that this has been happening to man 
for hundreds of thousands of years. Human societies and the 
effective character of the human beings composing them have 
radically changed: evolution has been at work and has pro- 
duced a series of new results. 


rv 


THE RELATIVITY OF SOCXAL ETHICS 

This at once implies a relativity of ethics. Individual ethics 
develop, social ethics evolve. And the evolution of ethical 
systems and standards shows a broad correlation \vith that 
of the societies in which they flourish. I shall not attempt 
to document this thesis, on which there is a whole library 
of learned works available, but shall confine myself to a 

few generahzations, which I am quite aware are over- 
sweeping. 

First, however, I must clear a stumbling-block out of the 
way. Much recent anthropological work seems at first sight 
not to confirm this concept of ethical relativity, but to point 
rather towards an ethical chaos. Thus a recent study on thir- 
teen prirmtive societies from all over the world in most instances 
ailed to find any correlation between the degree of competitive- 
ness or co-operation enjoined by the ethical system in vogue 
and the mode of life imposed upon the society by nature. The 
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same lack of social correlation has been shown to apply else- 
where to other ethical qualities, such as those on the scale from 
peaceable to aggressive. In other words, the distinctive char- 
acters of an ethical system may have no detectable significance 
for the particular group in which it is found. 

On further analysis, however, this disconcerting fact is 
found to apply only as between societies on the same general 
level of social evolution, and indeed to be confined in the main 
to primitive groups which are small and fairly well isolated 
culturally. It is doubtless analogous to the similar fact seen in 
biological evolution, that small and weU-isolated populations 
develop non-adaptive variations. In both cases the circum- 
stances permit chance to exert an abnormally large effect— in 
fixing random hereditary variations in the one case, random 
cultural variations in the other. 

But as between societies at different cultural levels, or 
between advanced societies on quite different lines of cultural 
and economic development, chaotic ethical variability becomes 
negligible and ethical relatedness the rule. 

Broadly speaking, and allowing for much overlap and 
blurring, one can distinguish certain main stages in the evolu- 
tion of our ethics. In savage pre-agricultural communities, 
ethics grades over into the prescriptions of totem and tabu; it 
is largely concerned with propitiation and group solidarity, and 
its form is conditioned by magic. In post-agricultural bar- 
barism, and especiaUy in the early phases of cmUzation, the 
ethics of class domination and of group rivalry come to the 
front; the form of ethics begins to be affected by theology, and 
particular moral codes are laid down as the will of God. 

The most important ethical change during the histoncal 
period was the appearance of universalist ethics, which seems 
to have been initiated towards the middle of the first millen- 
nium B.c. In some cases this accompanied the emerpnce o 
the idea of a single Deity from the rivaUty of hostile tnb^ 
gods; while elsewhere, as in Greece, it was associated mth 

the rise of free intellectual inquiry, and , 

nition of some standard beyond and above that of polytheist 

^'Truniversalist ethics I mean, of course, the conception 
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that ethical principles apply to all humanity, irrespective of 
race, language, creed, or station. In the earlier ethics of small 
closed groups, a different treatment of those outside the group 
is normally imphcd and often expressly enjoined. 

Even within a universalist framework, many social adjust- 
ments of ethical outlook and emphasis have occurred. One of 
the most striking examples of such ethical relativity was the 
change in moral beliefs and attitude associated with the 
emergence of modem capitahsm, which has been fully analysed 
by Weber and Tawney. The removal of the ethical ban on 
lending money at interest; the emphasis on the moral value of 
thrift and of individual independence and initiative — these and 
many other changes in ethical judgement were at one and the 
same time products of the economic revolution and agencies 
accelerating its accomphshment. The net result was to clothe 
indi\idualist capitalism with the respectability and the driving 
force of morahty. 

Another example was the investment of nineteenth-century 
laisser-faire with an ethical halo, in the doctrine that the freest 
play of individualist competition would automatically secure 
the most rapid and extensive progress. It W'as largely this 
rationaUzation which enabled the bulk of the Victorians to 
acquiesce in slums and sweated labour. 

In general, however, universahst ethics have been conceived 
of statically, in terms of a fixed standard. In this, the imper- 
fections of our language mechanism have materially aided. 
Uncritically used, an abstract noun like ‘the good’ becomes a 
fictitious entity, bristling svith fictitious properties, instead of a 
convenient pigeon-hole for a variety of qualities which have 
in common only a certain emotive quahty. A good baby gives 
htde trouble; a good God is beneficent and moral; a good 
beef-steak satisfies our palate and our appetite; a good law— 
but why continue? 

As various critical minds, from Bacon onwards, have pointed 
out, such fictitious entities facilitate the shpping of false certi- 
tudes into reahty. In the field which we are considering, they 
make it easier to conceive of universahst ethics in terms of a 

feed Absolute or ideal Good, or of the eternally vahd iniunc- 
bons of a God. 
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But this, wc arc beginning to perceive, docs not hold water. 
For all practical purposes the Absolute is some particular philo- 
sopher’s idea of the Absolute, and God is some particular 
person’s or church’s idea of God. It would be extremely 
salutary for the progress of clear thinking if every one invoking 
the support of the Deity for his beliefs would substitute for the 
word God the phrase my idea or our idea of God.^ 

The so-called immutable laws and will of God, which are 
invoked to guarantee the principles of ethics, turn out on 
examination to have been extremely changeable; and the 
principles of ethics have changed with them. So here too, in 
the fields where ethical certainty seems at first sight most 
authoritarian and most static, it is being undermined, until we 
are now in the midst of the complete transposition of ethics 
into dynamic or evolutionary terms. 

To this crucial point I will shortly return. Meanwhile let 
us remember that in all the advanced civilizations known to 
history there have always been several more or less separate 
sets of ethics, in part competing, in part merely overlapping. 

There has been the official ethics imposed by the ruling 
class, usually to secure stability. There has been the working 
moral code of ordinary citizens, and the ethics of simple every- 
day goodness. There have been the ethics of oppressed classes 
and minorities, concerned either with escape or with revolu- 
tion. There have been the ethics that conduce to a sense of 
personal salvation, seizing to escape from a too heavy load of 
guilt or from the squalor, violence, or wickedness of current 
existence. There have been the true ethics of perfection, those 
of disciplined and developed goodness and of sainthood. There 
have also been what I may call the ethics of impossible per- 
fection, which arise in part from men’s realization that there 
are infinite possibilities beyond the imperfect compromises of 


1 Lord Halifax, in a war-time speech {Vu Times, 31 May, 1943), came half- 
wav towards this view when he said that ‘wherever we found a false idea about 
men its oriein lay in a false idea of God’. Most modern psychologists wou d go 
further back and say that the ideas we have about God originate mainly or 
wholly in projections from our own ideas. Advanced theologians have, « cour , 
for some time been concerning themselves with the facts and 
evolution of our ideas of God. It remains for them, however, to dr^v the 
necessary conclusion that the time has come to com a "f']' .S 
have the dynamic meaning of evolving idea of God in place of the inevita y 

term God. 
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the present, in part from their need for what modern psycho- 
logies variously call an ego-ideal or a persona — an idealized 
etUcal mask, strangely compounded of moral aspiration, 
spiritual conceit, and hypocrisy, in which we can disguise 
ourselves from ourselves, or which we can present to the world 
to enhance our self-respect and our apparent moral stature. 

The actual variety is immense. The relevant fact is that 
all existing societies manifest considerable ethical disunity, and 
that this is an expression of the conflicts and contradictions 
inherent in the situation — conflicts between classes and groups, 
between long-term and short-term good, conflicts within the 
individual between his needs for conformity and pr 1 1 
action and his needs for salvation, escape, or fullness of per- 
fection. Once more, ethics is not an entity, but a loose covering 
term for a large number of quite different kinds of individual 
and social adaptations which have this alone in common — 
that they are concerned with the labels of rightness and wrong- 
ness. And, in all historical societies, these different kinds of 
adaptations may be of very various degrees of efficiency, and 
are always to some extent in conflict. 


EVOLUTIONARY LEVELS AND DIRECTIONS 

Up to this point, increase of knowledge has produced only 
increase of doubt. We know more than we used to about the 
mechanism which affixes the labels of right and wrong: but 
we are as far as ever from knowing whether the labels are 
correctly attached. We know more about the adaptation of 
p^ciflar systems of ethics to particular kinds of societies; but 
what nght have we to say that one adaptation, or one kind of 
society, IS better than another? 

However, ethics do not merely vary at random: they also 

evolve. That fact provides our clue. Our ethics evolve because 
they are themsdves part of the evolutionary process^ And any 

s^dards of nghtn^s or wrongness must in some way be related 
to the movement of that process through time. 
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Now that the moment has arrived when we arc able to 
perceive evolution as an all-comprehensive process of which 
human existence forms a part, it is impossible any longer to 
rely on any static guarantees for ethics. Our fuller knowledge 
discloses not a set of absolute or fixed standards, but a direction 
of change. This is no more available to casual inspection than 
any other of the discoveries of science. It is one of those ‘secrets 
of excellent use, laid up in the womb of time’, as Bacon called 
them, which are to be elicited only by the slow accumulation 
and distillation of tested fact. 

Evolution, from cosmic star-dust to human society, is a 
comprehensive and continuous process. It transforms the 
world-stuff, if I may use a term which includes the potentialities 
of mind as well as those of matter. It is creative, in the sense 
that during the process new and more complex levels of organ- 
ization are progressively attained, and new possibilities are thus 
opened up to the universal world-stuff. 

Increase in organization is for the most part gradual, but 
now and again there is a sudden rapid passage to a totally new 
and more comprehensive type or order of organization, with 
quite new emergent properties, and involving quite new 
methods of further evolution. The two inajor breab which 
concern us here are that between inorganic matter and life, 
and, more particularly, that between pre-human life and 


man. 

Evolution on the inorganic level operates over an appamng 
vastness of space and on an equally appalling slowness of time- 
scale. In this phase, there is continuity of bodies such as 
stars and nebulae, which are largely mere aggregations with a 
very low degree of organization. It is chiefly they which show 
the combination of persistence with change which constitutes 
evolution. Here and there, however, matter was able to attain 
the molecular type of organization; and finaUy on our eartu 
(and possibly on a few other specks within the cosmos) the 
world-stuff arrived at the new type of orgamzation that we 
call life. This is characterized by very great matenal complexity 
and by the capacity for self-reproduction, or better self-mp 
ductive evolution, since it includes both ence and s^- 
rcproducing change. On this new level, the evolutionary 
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process was much accelerated in time, though immensely 
restricted in extent. 

This speeding up was due to the emergence of a new method 
or agency of evolution — natural selection between competing 
variants. Natural selection automatically produces change in 
living matter, including change towards higher degrees of 
organization. The efficiency of natural selection was after a 
time much increased by the biological inventions of sexual 
fusion and mendelian recombination. Previously to this, new 
mutations had to compete individually; subsequently, they 
could be combined, so that favourable variations could be 
pooled, and the speed of evolutionary change much increased. 

Below the organizational level of life the world is one of 
mere interaction. But organizations of matter which are alive, 
though still interacting in what we call the balance of nature, 
are introduced to a new possibility — a measure of de facto 
control: they utilize other matter, both living and non-living, 
in securing their own continuance and spread. Through their 
capacity for self-reproduction and internal adjustment they also 
acquire a certain independence of changes in their environment. 

During the thousand million years of organic evolution, 
the degree of organization attained by the highest forms of 
life increased enormously. And with this there increased also 
the possibilities of control, of independence, of inner harmony 
and self-regulation, of experience. Compared with what a 
protozoan or a polyp can show, the complexity of later forms 
of life, like bee or swallow or antelope, is stupendous, their 
capacity for self-regulation almost miraculous, their experience 
so much richer and more varied as to be different in kind. 

^ And finally there is, in certain types of animals, an increase 
m consciousness or mind. Whether mind be a sudden emergent 
or, as biologists prefer to think, a gradual development of 
some umversal property of the world-stuff, mind of the same 
general nature as ours is clearly present on the higher organiza- 
tional levels of life, and at least in the birds and mammals 
we can trace its steady evolution towards greater capacities 
or teehng, knowing, willing, and understanding. 

There is ffius one direction within the multifariousness of 
evolution which we can legitimately call progress. It consists 
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in the capacity to attain a higher degree of organization, but 
without closing the door to further advance. In the organic 
phase of evolution, this depends on all-round improvement 
as opposed to the hmited improvement or one-sided specializa- 
tion which, it can be demonstrated, automatically leads sooner 
or later to a dead end, after which no true advance is possible, 
but only minor variations on an already existent theme. Insects 
appear to have reached an evolutionary dead end over 30 
million years ago; birds a little later; and all the main Unes 
of higher mammals except the primates— carnivores, ungulates, 
whales, bats, rodents, and so forth— at least no later than 
the early Phocene. Most evolutionary lines or trends are 
specializations which either thus come to a stop or are extin- 
guished; true progress or the unlimited capacity for advance 


IS rare. 

However, the details of biological evolution need not con- 
cern us overmuch, since during the last half-milUon years or 
so a new and more comprehensive type of order of organization 
has arisen; and on this new level, the world-stuff is once more 
introduced to altogether new possibilities, and has quite new 
methods of evolutionary operation at its disposal. Biological 
or organic evolution has at its upper end been merged into 
and largely succeeded by conscious or social evolution. 

Just as biological evolution was rendered both possible 
and inevitable when material organization became self-repro- 
ducing, so conscious evolution was rendered both possible and 
inevitable when social organization became self-reproducing. 
This occurred when the evolving world-stuff, in the form 0 
ancestral man, became capable of true speech and conceptual 
thought. For just as animal organization, however elaborate, 
had been transmissible across the generation by the vehicle of 
the chromosomes and genes, so from then on conscious expen- 
ence could be transmitted down the stream of time on 

vehicle of words and other symbols representations Md 

somewhat as sexual fusion made possible the poohng of m 
1 dual mutations, so reason made possible the poohng o 
individual experiences. For the first ttme m evolu^ ^ 
tion and education became conUnuous and cumulattv 

nrocesses. 
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With this, a new type of organization came into being — 
that of self-reproducing society. So long as man survives as a 
species (and there is no reason for thinking he will not) there 
seems no possibihty for any other form of life to push up to this 
new organizational level. Indeed there are grounds for sus- 
pecting that biological evolution has come to an end, so far as 
any sort of major advance is concerned. Thus further large- 
scale evolution has once again been immensely restricted in 
extent, being now it would seem confined to the single species 
man; but at the same time again immensely accelerated in its 
speed, through the operation of the new mechanisms now 
available. 


In any case, it is only through social evolution that the 
world-stuff can now realize radically new possibihties. Mechan- 
ical interaction and natural selection still operate, but have 
become of secondary importance. For good or evil, the mech- 
anism of evolution has in the main been transferred onto the 
social or conscious level. Part of the blind struggle for exist- 
ence between separate individuals or groups is transposed into 
conflict in consciousness, either wthin the individu^ mind or 
within the tradition which is the vehicle of pooled social con- 
sciousness. The slow methods of variation and heredity are 
outstripped by the speedier processes of acquiring and trans- 
mitting experience. New tools of living originated ex post facto 
^ biological adaptations or unconscious adjustments become 
increasingly unimportant compared with the tools deliberately 
produced by human design. Physical trial and error can be 
more and more transposed to the sphere of thought. 

And in so far as Ae mechanism of evolution ceases to be 
blind and automatic and becomes conscious; ethics can be 
injected into the evolutionary process. Before man that process 
was merely amoral. After his emergence onto life’s stage it 
became possible to introduce faith, courage, love of truth 
podness— in a word moral purpose— into evolution. It 
became possible, but the possibility has been and is too often 

unrealized. It is the business of an erdightened ethics to help 
in Its reahzaPon. ^ 


The attainment of the social 
new and apparently indefinite 


type of organization opens a 
range of possibilities to the 
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evolving world-stuff. It can now proceed to some under- 
standing of the cosmos which gave it birth, and of the conflicts 
which it must endure; it can for the first time consciously both 
appreciate and create beauty, truth, and other values; it 
becomes aware of good and evil; it becomes capable of new 
emotional states like love, reverence, or mystical contemplation 
and peace; it can inject some of its own purpose into events; 
finally and most si^cantly, many of the new experiences 
that are being made available have inherent value. 

Even in the brief space that man has been in existence, 
there has been considerable evolutionary advance in the degree 
of social organization, considerable realization of new posa- 
bilities previously imavailable to life. What is more, the 
general rate of advance, in spite of periodic setbacks, has been 
growing progressively quicker. There is every reason to 
believe that through the attainment of this new level of con- 
scious and social organization, the evolutionary process has 
taken on a new and apparentiy indefinite lease of life. 


VI 


evolution and general ethical standards 

What guidance does aU this give us in our search for 
independent ethical standards? There are, it seems to me 
three rather separate areas m which such , 

found— that of nature as a whole, that of human soaety, a^ 
kat of the human individual. All three must be couad^d 
tom the dynamic angle of evolution or development; and when 
thiK considered, all three are interlocked. 

In the broadest possible terms evolutionary etba m 
be based on a combination of a few mam prmap es. that it is 
?ght to realize ever new possibilities in evo hibon - g 

Ss Si; 

Stions as fiiUy, efficienUy, and as rapidly as possible. 
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To translate these arid-sounding generalities into concrete 
terms and satisfying forms is beyond the scope of a lecture; it 
is a task for an entire generation. But I must attempt a certain 
expansion, and some development of their implications. 

When we look at evolution as a whole, we find, among the 
many directions which it has taken, one which is characterized 
by introducing the evolving world-stuff to progressively higher 
levels of organization and so to new possibilities of being, action, 
and experience. This direction has culminated in the attain- 
ment of a state where the world-stuff (now moulded into 
human shape) finds that it experiences some of the new possi- 
bilities as haring value in or for themselves; and further that 
among these it assigns higher and lo^ver degrees of value, the 
higher values being those which are more intrinsically or more 
permanently satisfying, or involve a greater degree of perfection. 

The teleogically-minded would say that this trend embodies 
evolution’s purpose. I do not feel that we should use the word 
purpose save where we know that a conscious aim is involved ; 
but we can say that this is the most desirable direction of 
evolution, and accordingly that our ethical standards must fit 
into its dynamic framework. In other words, it is ethically right 
to aim at whatever wll promote the increaisingly full realiza- 
tion of increasingly higher values.^ 

In this aim we must reconcile the claims of the present and 
the future. The minimum claim of the future is that our 
direction of evolution (which on the human level means the 
direction of social change) should leave the door open for 
further advance in the same desirable direction — towards still 
higher levels of organization and as yet unreaUzed possibilities ; 
its maximum claim is that future possibility should take com- 
plete precedence over present realization. The course of 
greatest moral rightness lies somewhere between these two 
extremes, at an optimum, varying according to circumstances. 


♦ devotees of genetic and evolutionary methods is 

if j ^ i phenomena can be in any real sense explained in terms 

op™ent. In point of fact, such a procedure merely explains away 
ft important characteristics. A study of the less developed 

sSiM^'fo^^^ T understand the more developed; Lt the most imporLt 
nrSS itsei?.nrk direction of the developmental 

Ak^ gives the significant clue, both to 

the actuahties of the past and the possibilities of the futoe. 
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If desirable direction of evolution provides the most com- 
prehensive (though also the least specific) external standard 
for our ethics, then one very important corollary at once 
follows: namely that social organization should be planned, 
not to prevent change, nor merely to permit it, but to encourage 
it. Thus a static stability is undesirable, and a complete or static 
certitude of ethical behef itself becomes unethical. 

In the sphere of the intellect, the last three hundred years 
have witnessed the reconcihation of the demands of certainty 
and change, through the growth of the scientific attitude and 
method. We have the certainty that our knowledge is increas- 
ing, but we are aware that it is incomplete and imperfect. The 
result is not the possession of absolute Truth but a progressive 
advance towards more truth. We need the same kind of recon- 
ciliation, the same facihtation of progressive change, in the 
sphere of religion and ethics. The theologian and the moraUst 
will be doing wrong so long as they chng to any absolute or 
unyielding certitude. Let any such recall Cromwell’s appeal 
to the Scottish Church Assembly: T beseech you, in the 
bowels of Christ, think it possible you may be mistaken.’ 

Furthermore, the rate as well as the direction of change is 
important. TheoreticaUy, there must be an optimum rate of 
change, above which stability is endangered and the sacrifices 
of the present are excessive, below which advance is so slow 
that the welfare of future generations is needlessly impaired. 
Thus anything which retards advance below this optimum, 
even if it be moving in the same right direction, is 


Next we have the guidance derived from an understanding 
of the workings of human societies. In the first place, it is 
clear on evolutionary grounds that the individual is m a re^ 
sense higher than the State or the social organism. The possi- 
bilities which are of value for their own sake, and whose 
realization must be one of our primary aims, are not expen- 
enced by society as a unit, but by some or all of the human 

beings which compose it. . . l oi,,/. 

M\ claims that the State has an intnnsically higher value 

than the individual are false. They turn out, on closer scrutmy. 

to be rationalizations or myths aimed at secunng g 
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power or privilege for a limited group which controls the 
machinery of the State. 

On the other hand the individual is meaningless in isola- 
tion, and the possibilities of development and self-realization 
open to him are conditioned and limited by the nature of the 
social organization. The individual thus has duties and re- 
sponsibilities as well as rights and privileges, or if you prefer it, 
finds certain outlets and satisfactions (such as devotion to a 
cause, or participation in a joint enterprise) only in relation to 
the type of society in which he lives. 

In any case, the mechanism by which evolutionary advance 
can be produced on the human or conscious level is that of the 


social organization, and this operates by the pooling of experi- 
ence and co-operative action in a cumulative tradition. On 
the biological level intra-specific competition is often not 
merely useless but harmful to the species as a whole. Some- 
what similarly, on the social level it is clearly of evolutionary 
advantage that there should be a single universal pool of 
experience and action, not a number of isolated or even com- 


peting and hostile ones. For then evolutionary advance can 
be more continuous, more rapid, and better consolidated. 

But if unity as against multiplicity is of advantage for 
evolutionary advance and is therefore desirable in respect of 
groups, so is equality of opportunity in respect of individuals. 
The more individuals there exist whose desirable potentialities 
are fiilly developed, the more health, \igour, knowledge, 
wisdom, happiness, beauty and the rest can go into the common 
pool, and the better that common pool will work. That is one 
of the evolutionary bases for universalism in ethics. 

By the umfication of separate groups wth their competing 
pools of tradition, desirable evolution can become a single 
jomt enterprise of the human species as a whole; and the 
efficiency of the enterprise ^vill rise mth the degree and 
umversahty of individual development and welfare. 

univenality \vill in many minds raise the 
pectre of regimented compulsion and uniformity; but this 
agam ^ contradicted by our evolutionary standards. For one 

if thfre is\T^^ of effort and experience wiU be more efficient 
there is voluntary participation in what is felt to be a common 
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enterprise, a plan accepted by all, less efficient if the plan is 
carried out under compulsion. 

For another, it will be more efficient the greater the variety 
of skills and experiences that are unified in the pool. It is not 
uniformity which our evolutionary analysis shows to be right, 
but the maximum of variety-in-unity. As with the animal 
body, the common pool of our species becomes more efficient 
as it achieves greater differentiation combined with more 
integrated harmony of organization. This holds both for 
groups and for individuals. We should not aim at the spread 
of one uniform type of culture over the entire globe, but at 
what has been well described as a world orchestration of cul- 
tures. Man probably also has the highest genetic variability 
of any species, so that within a single group, national or cul- 
tural, there will always be an immense innate variety of tem- 
perament, capacity, and talent. The more this variabihty can 
be not merely permitted but encouraged within the confines 
of a common pool, and the more it is integrated within those 
confines, the more efficient will the pool become as an agency of 
desirable evolution. Again it is not uniformity that is demanded, 
but a variety of which the components are compatible with 
each other and, if possible, integrated into some sort of a whole. 

With this we are brought into the area of the individual. 
The human individual is not merely inherently higher than 
the State, but the rightly-developed individual is, and wiU 
continue to be, the highest product of evolution, even though 
he needs the proper organization of society to achieve his 


welfare and realize his development. 

The phrase rightly-developed begs a question. I would suggest 
that it includes not only the full, all-round development of 
potentialities, but also the one-sided development of particular 
possibihties or special talents, provided always that these 
restrict the development or interfere \vith the welfare of other 
individuals or groups as Uttle as possible For instance the 
new possibilities of experience that have become available on 
the human level include the enjoyment of ° 

privilege built upon exploitation or oPP^^^sion; such are ob^- 
Lsly not desirable, any more than distortions like the sadistic 

enjoyment of torture of others. 
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The case is less clear when there is a conflict between the 
full development of a special talent, such as artistic genius or 
saintly and ascetic devotion to a good cause, on the one hand, 
and on the other the more ordinary but no less real duties we 
have to our friends or dependents. For instance, was Gauguin 
morally right in leaving his wife and family to devote himself 
to painting? There is always a price to be paid, both by one- 
self and by others, for bringing a talent to fruition. VVe must 
face that fact; but who is to decide if it is a just price? Some 
would say that the proof of the pudding is in the eating, and 
that the rightness of such a decision can only be judged by the 
quality of the results produced. Personally, I would not go so 
far as this, but would feel that wherever there is a genuine 
and informed sense of vocation, this will be a sufficient ethical 
sanction. 


Many moralists will doubtless disagree; however, 'we must 
remember that moralists are almost certainly not a random 
sample of the population, but that most of them have become 
moralists because of an excessive load of infantile guilt. They 
are consequently over-preoccupied with that limited sphere of 
morality to which the term is often inaccurately restricted, 
namely actions and beliefs which are concerned with lightening 
the load of guilt or escaping from the sense of sin. And through 
this preoccupation they are apt to attach less value to other 
types of achievement— artistic, intellectual, or practical— and 
mdeed often fail to realize that they enter the moral sphere at all 
However, our evolutionary standards here provide definite 
etbcal guidance; they socialize morality and enlarge the scope 
0 Its values. Thus art and science, music and philosophy, all 
have Aeir ethical aspect, since they provide new possibilities of 
expenmce of value in and for themselves, and this is a desirable 
evolutionary outcome. Again, these activities, or their results 
are capable of being shared and can go into the common pool’ 
enhancmg m efficiency by adding to its extent and variety. ’ 

lumself, or rather towards the development of that self to 
nclude as many as possible of those qualities wherein as 
Wordsworrii wrote, ‘we are greater than\e know’, ofTho^ 
po entialmes that can so easily remain unreafizcd, it must 
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assuredly be in the main concerned with our behaviour towards 
others — in a word, with social relations. 

If the right development of the individual is an evolutionary 
end in itself, then it is right that there should be universal 
equality of opportunity for development, and to the fullest 
degree. The reciprocal of this is the rightness of unselfishness 
and kindness, as the necessary means for realizing general well- 
being. Thus individual ethics will always in large measure be 
concerned with the conflict between the claims of self-expression 
and self-sacrifice, and their best reconcihation through love. 

The Golden Rule, as various philosophers have pointed out, 
is an impossible ideal; it cannot ever be put into practice, not 
merely because of the imperfections of human nature, but also 
because it does not provide a real basis on which to make 
practical ethical decisions. However, it is the hyperbole beyond 
a perfectly practical ideal— the extension of more opportunity 
of fuller life to more human beings. Psychologically, this can be 
promoted by extending the child’s love and sympathy to an 
ever-widening circle, and linking the idea of any and all 
avoidable suffering and stunting of development with his per- 
sonal sense of wrong. And it can be promoted institutionally 
by the rational acceptance of certain moral principles, and 
then by laws and practical measures designed to give effect to 


those principles. 

To accept this view is to ^ve a new content to that sector 
of ethics concerned with justice. Justice is an abstract term, 
and therefore of itself empty of meaning beyond the fact of 
being applied to acts which we happen to think just: its content 
varies from age to age with the social context. There is rem- 
butive justice, and there is distributive justice; there is justice 
concerned with fairness in administering existing codes of law, 
and justice concerned with some unrealized abstract standard. 
To give it the particular content imphed by evoluUonary ethics 
is to erect a new ideal of distributive justice, and to assert that 
our laws should be modified to give effect to this ideal. 

An important negative consequence of accepting the we - 
fare, development, and dignity of the human individual as a 

yard-stick by which to measure evolutionary advance 0 

social level, is the confirmation of Kant’s insistence that it is 



JLVUJbUIlUrfAKY AIXU09 




always morally wrong to treat other human beings merely as 
means, since they are the embodiment of the highest ends we 
know. AH men are of course to some extent means — for pro- 
ducing goods, for winning battles, for administering social 
functions, for creating art, or knowledge, or entertainment. 
But they should all be treated as also ends, never wholly as the 
tools or instruments of the ends of other individuals.* 

Honesty and truthfulness are further implications of evolu- 
tionary ethics, since they are the intellectual lubricants of free 
and equal co-operation, and the basis for collective knowledge, 
as well as an expression of respect for one’s own and others’ 
mdividual integrity. Faith finds its place within the evolu- 
tionary scheme once we manage to turn society into a con- 
tinuing enterprise in which ordinary men and women can 
believe; and self-sacrifice remains a primary virtue, though 
with slightly difierent content and connotations. 


vn 


THE SPECIAL CHARACTER OF EVOLUTIONARY ETHICS 


It will perhaps be objected that this elaborate detour 
through the realms of evolution has been quite unnecessary, as 
t has merely brought us back to the blend of Christian and 
lumanist universalism characteristic of the ethics of Western 
tivilization. The intrinsic worth of the human individual, the 
jrotherhood of man, the universal duty of kindness and un- 
lelfislmess— is not the evolutionist merely dressing up in new 
erminology what we have accepted for centuries? 

"^e objection is not valid. It is of course true that the 
nation and the spiritual logic of the religious moralists per- 
«iyed^ the necessity for a universalist ethics grounded in a 
)ehef m the ultimate and intrinsic value of human personality 
lentunes before the evolutionists were able to provide the 
nductive basis for this conclusion. But with this common 


“I"' «« “rving as means to ideal and 
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insistence on universalism and on the value of the individual, 
together with their various direct consequences, the resem- 
blance ends. For one thing the evolutionist is able to provide 
new general standards or criteria for ethics, when the older 
universalist standards, grounded in Authority, Absolute, or 
Revelation, were proving to be no standards at all, and to 
provide no guarantees against moral inflation or the debase- 
ment of ethical currency. For another, the standards are 
d)Tiamic instead of static; and this fundamental fact produces 
many important differences in the details and indeed the 
principles of the resultant ethical system. 

The evolutionist is not the only begetter of a dynamic ethics. 
Sociologists and social historians, psycho-analysts and other 
proponents of a d)Tiamic or a genetic psychology, certain hberal 
theologians, philosophic Marxists, have all made their contri- 
bution towards the transformation of static into dynamic ethics. 
But the contributions from these various fields have been either 
incomplete (as in theology) or limited in extent. It is only in 
relation to the evolutionary process as a whole that our ethical 
standards can be fully generalized, and the new system be 
rounded out to completion. 

Let me now briefly enumerate some of the main differences 
to our thinking which arise from acceptance of an evolutionary 
ethics. The most obvious is that our ethical yardstick is itself 
d\Tiamic, and must be used for making long-term social 
measurements as well as immediate individual ones. The 
individual can and should continue to make ethical progress, 
whether in bringing a greater range of experience into an 
internal harmony, or in achieving a greater degree of such 
harmony; whether in the reconciliation of self and not-self, or 
the synthesis of suffering and joy in a single deeper reahty; 
whether in a further extension of love and good works, or in a 
more perfect fruition of some special quality or talent. But 
around and beyond individual ethics hes social ethics, which 
must be judged by the direction and the rate of change in 

human society. . t 1 1 j 

To one immediate implication of this I have already 

referred, namely the ethical obligation to plan for the enco^- 
agement of social change. A further consequence is the higher 



EVOLUTIONARY ETHICS 


133 

ethical value set upon knowledge. Knowledge is not merely an 
end in itself, but the only satisfactory means for controlling 
our future evolution. Social morality is seen to include the 
duty of providing an immense extension of research, and its 
integrated planning to provide the basis for desirable change. 

If science is allotted a higher place in an evolutionary 
system of ethics, so too are art and certain aspects of personal 
rehgion. I have already touched on the subject of the arts. 
Their ethical value lies in introducing man to new possibilities 
of desirable experience, as well as in providing the chief means 
of communicating and pooling experience in the emotional as 
opposed to the intellectual sphere. And personal religion, in 
the form of a disciplined mysticism, a trained reverence aimed 
at enlarging and harmonizing the microcosm of the individual 
personality, provides the chief road to certain types of satisfying 
experience and desirable being. 

This has its negative implications — namely that what I 
may call Salvationist ethics, aimed at achieving salvation in a 
supernatural other life, become redundant; indeed, if over- 
emphasized they may themselves become unethical by our 
evolutionary standards, by retarding or opposing right social 
change. The desirable sense of ‘salvation’ can, in part, be 
achieved through right discipline of the soul, in part through 
devotion to some common continuing enterprise. 

That a considerable section of the Churches is aware of 
this latter fact is shown by the recent rapid growth of their 
interest in economic and political affairs; we may prophesy 
that as the evolutionary concept of ethics spreads, organized 
Chnstianity will devote less attention to salvation and the life 

hereafter, more attention to realizing the Kingdom of God on 
earth. 

The age-old opposition between faith and works finds a 
new expression in the transvaluation of values imposed by the 
evolutionary outlook. The aim of evolutionary ‘faith’ consists 
partly in a belief in the high possibilities of man’s evolutionary 
future, partly in achieving states of being that are of positive 

^""e^ satisfying activities enjoyed 
for their own sake, in transcendent self-dedication or sacrifice. 

n place of works’ we now have the^practical achievements 
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of human society, as measured by the same criteria by which 
progress was measured on the biological level — greater control, 
greater independence or self-regulation, greater but at the same 
time more harmonious complexity of organization, greater 
range of knowledge or available experience. These trends are 
still desirable on the social level, but here become increasingly 
secondary — not ends in themselves, but means to the realization 
of experiences valued as ends. 

This is not to say that such evolutionary works may not 
become temporary ethical ends. The more efficient organiza- 
tion of production, distribution, and other physical functions 
of society, the aboUtion of insecurity, oppression, ill-health, 
physical under-development, or ilHteracy — these in the long 
run merely provide the means by which higher or more intrinsic 
values may be reaUzed, the practical foundation for a fuller 
and more satisfying hfe; but meanwhile they can provide tem- 
porary ends for our intense ethical striving. The implications 
of this for immediate practice will be discussed in the following 
section. 

As regards the individual and his inescapable passage to 
maturity, we have already seen that degree of development, 
whether of a single talent, of all-round richness and fulness, 
or of that internal harmony which is the self-regulation of the 
soul, is itself a positive end, and morally right, provided it is 
not achieved by the exploitation or to the detriment of other 
human beings and their development. 

Acceptance of our evolutionary ethical principles has a 
particular implication of some present importance, it affords 
a complete condemnation and refutation of Nazi ethical prin- 
ciples. In providing an external sanction for universalist etlucs 
it at once condemns any system which repudiates universalism 
and reverts to group ethics. The prime postulate of Nazi 
ethics is the rightness of all which exalts the organized German 
group, preferably at the expense of any competing group. In 
this the Nazis merely translate into modem terms the ethics of 
tribes or peoples in an early barbarous phase of the world s 
history, such as the ancient Hebrews before the prophetic 

^^^Nazi ethics put the State above the individual. Being postu- 
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lated on the success of a particular group, they cannot help 
being rooted in naked power and the use of force as a primary 
instrument. On the inter-group level, this results in forcible 
and often cruel domination and in persecution and oppression, 
to the denial of co-operation. It also results in the perversion 
of truth and the suppression of free speech and inquiry, since 
a naked power-system cannot tolerate tolerance or face even 
intellectual opposition. It is unrealistic and perverted, as in 
its attitude to the Jews. It expressly denies the principles of 
the equality of opportunity and the universality of justice, and 
is opposed to the establishment of a single common but varied 
pool of human experience and effort. 

There have been good features in the Nazi system, but 
these are all short-term details, quite outweighed by its general 
and basic wrongness. Indeed, in the long run, any such system 
is in all probability self-defeating, however much of disaster 
it may bring on the world in the meantime. Its methods run 
counter to those which, on grounds of efficiency alone, the 
evolutionist demonstrates to be desirable. Furthermore, its 
principles run counter to those guaranteed by universalist 
evolutionary ethics, and their application in practice provokes 
immense moral indignation, which in turn provides much of 
the driving force that will inevitably encompass its downfall. 

But to be certain that Nazi ethics are wrong does not imply 
that ours are right; they may merely be less wrong. There is 
indeed a widespread belief in the democracies that our ethics 
need reformulating. And to-day this can only be done in 
relation to general evolutionary standards. 


vm 


GENERAL STANDARDS AND IMMEDIATE PRINCIPLES 

However, this task must also be related to the needs and 
principles of the times. We may look forward to an eventual 
futile m which the organization of society will be good by our 
evolutionary standards of goodness. But meanwhile the world 
m which we Hve is hatefully imperfect. In a rudimentary and 
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makeshift stage of social evolution like ours, such general 
ethical principles as I have been sketching can only be counsels 
of perfection, largely inapplicable in current practice. Unless 
we are careful they wU tend to float off and become irrelevant 
or even opposed to the effective social ethics of the time. 

Our practical problem is thus to build a bridge of faith 
between the practical and the ideal, by constructing an effective 
ethical system which shall be adapted concretely to our age 
and translatable into action to meet its needs, but shall also be 
compatible with the general ethical standards we have been 
able to distil out of evolutionary fact. Here history provides 
us with another general conclusion. General ethical principles 
can be brought down to earth out of their ideal empyrean 
when it is possible to apply them in large-scale practice : and 
when it is also expedient to do so. This involves no crude 
materialist theory of history; on the contrary, moral principles, 
once conditions call for their practical application, may be 


powerful agencies in changing those conditions. 

Slavery provides an obvious example. The universalist 
principle of respect for the individual is inherently opposed to 
slavery. But, over much of history, slave labour was a necepa^ 
element in production. It was no good being an abolitionist in 
ancient Rome: all that the most clear-sighted moraUst could 
do was to demand humane treatment for slaves. But by the 
early nineteenth century, technical advance had made it 
possible to put much of the mechanical drudgery of existence 
off the shoulders of men to where it belonged— on to machines. 
Further, in the new conditions free workers were on the whole 
becoming more efficient than slave labour. For the first time it 
became both possible and expedient to apply the general inoral 
principle of human equality to the particular moral problem 
of abolishing slavery. And history bears witness to the practical 
effectiveness of the resultant moral forces in overcoming the 
violent resistance of the vested interests opposed to the change. 

What are the special conditions of the present and imme- 
diate future which will canaUze particular applications of our 
general ethical principles? I will instance three. For one tb g, 
recent scientific and technical advances have, for the ^ 
since civilization began, made it theoreticaUy possible for every 
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human individual, within a limited future, to be properly fed, 
reasonably clothed and housed, freed from the major burden 
of ill-health and insecurity, and provided with some oppor- 
tunities for education and leisure. In the second place, com- 
munications have improved so that events everywhere are 
entangled: the separate regions of the world have shrunk into 
a single unit, though so far not an orderly but a chaotic one. 
And thirdly, the breakdown of the laisser-faire system has 
introduced the possibility of large-scale planning. 

Thus the general moral principle of equality can now come 
down to earth in the concrete task of achieving what I may call 
minimum equality: it can and should now be regarded as 
immoral to leave any human being below certain standards 
of physical and mental welfare and development.^ The general 
moral principle of human unity and pooling of effort can come 
down to earth in the concrete task of achieving a minimum 
co-operative organization for the world-unit : it can and should 
no^v be regarded as immoral to let anything stand in the way 
of producing that degree of international order which will free 
the world from its major burdens of disunity, both as regards 
war and economic competition. And finally the general moral 
principle of evolutionary purpose can come down to earth in 
the concrete task of achieving minimum planning: it can and 
should now be regarded as immoral for society not to be at 
least one move ahead of events. 

The tasks of increasing the amount of goodness in the world 
and of deciding on the rightness or wrongness of particular 
actions must be related to some such concrete but limited 
applications of general ethical principles. It is of no avail 
merely saying or believing that one must be as unselfish, or 
kind, or pure, or merciful as possible. Does unselfishness extend 


This implies an ethical revaluation of charity. So long as intense poverty 
abundant and apparently irremediable, chariuble benevolence was the 
only ouUet for the consciences of the more fortunate, and ranked high in the 
moral scale of vmtuK. In the latter half of the last centur^s it began to be 
realized ^at mdiscnminate or even extensive charity might do more harm 
than good, and that to aim at social amelioration was a higher duty. To-dav 
we realize that it is not nec«sary that the poor shall be always with us ; poverty 
CM perfectly well be abolished. With this realization, the ethical value of 
charity m the Uaditional sense falls below that of measures for the abolition 
rertct^?^’ become progressively less of a virtue as its scope is 
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to providing milk for Hottentots? What does kindness mean in 
respect of Germans after the war? What are the ethics of birth- 
control? Or of private profit? Or of the ownership of colonies? 
There are perhaps no correct solutions to such questions as 
there are to arithmetical problems in an examination paper; 
but there are some answers which are more right, others which 
are more wrong. And to work them out we need both our 
general principles and their special applications to present 
conditions. 

But we must beware of over-optimism. All attempts at 
setting up any general principles of ethics, and at working out 
their immediate applications, will be useless or worse than use- 
less if ethics is to be a mere facade, or even a superficial justifi- 
cation for basic evil. We must face the question whether human 
nature is not fundamentally wicked. If so, are our moral 
principles merely a convenient cloak for conscious immorality, 
as with Moliere’s Tartuffe; or an unconscious screen for power- 
ful inner tendencies whose non-moral or anti-moral nature we 
are afraid to face; or at best a salve for an uneasy conscience? 
Even if we are not so pessimistic as that, must we believe that, 
in present conditions, the evil in us is bound to gain the upper 
hand over the good? There are at present a number of adher- 
ents of this relativistic Manicheism, who point to the fact that 
man’s command of material power has outrun his capacity for 
its wise control. As Lord Acton said, power corrupts, and 
absolute power corrupts absolutely. And the power made 
available by the modem science is for various purposes approxi- 
mating to the absolute. Is man thus entering upon a period 
where his immoral qualities will inevitably have the prepon- 
derance? 

I recognize the possibility, but not its inevitability. Nor do 
I believe that man’s nature is fundamentally evil or that his 
immorality is bound to prevail over his morahty. AU our 
evidence goes to show that our ethics, and our conscience, 
which is at the base of our ethics, are the product of conflict 
between what is desired or loved and what is feared or hated; 
and this issues in the inevitable polarity of right and wron^ 
Many theologians and moral philosophers have endeavoured 
to soften the fact of evil by arguing that without the existence 
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of evil we could not appreciate good, or even that objective 
good could not exist without objective evil, any more than 
light could exist without shadow. (In passing, this last analogy 
is, of course, fallacious. In the natural conditions of this planet 
light does involve shadowy but in other conditions, including 
artificial situations which we could readily create, a shadowless 
illumination would be possible.) I do not consider that the 
fact of evil is softened, or the burden of its existence lightened, 
by such considerations; nor do I consider that the existence of 
objective good is dependent on or conditioned by that of 
objective evil. What is true is that our subjective conception 
of good is dependent on a simultaneous conception of evil, our 
feeling of wrongness a necessary prerequisite of our feeling of 
rightness. In later life we, or those few of us to whom it is 
given to achieve saintliness or high moral status, can educate 
our moral natures and extend our sense of goodness and 
righteousness, can relegate our sense of wrong and evil to the 
background, and in some rare instances can attain to an exis- 
tence which is wholly or at least essentially good. But this does 
not contradict the fact that in its origin our moral sense is as 
inevitably and automatically polarized in regard to the 
categories of right and wrong, of good and evil, as is a magne- 
tized iron bar in regard to the ‘North’ and ‘South’ properties 
of magnetic attraction or repulsion. 

Neither good nor evil is by its nature preponderant, though 
either may gain the upper hand through circumstances, 
through self-discipline or the reverse, or through education. 
As to man’s corruption through power we should remember 
that Lord Acton was using the word power in the political and 
social sense, of the power which a man, or a group of men, can 
exert over the lives of his fellows, not in the more objective 
sense of available energy. There is no necessary reason why 
power of this sort should corrupt man — always provided that 
the social organization controlling it operates for the general 
good. This is an important proviso*, and a merely quantitative 
increase in the amount of power available does constitute a 
real danger so long as it can be used by privileged firms or 
groups for one-sided economic exploitation, or by privileged 
nations or groups of nations for militaristic aggrandizement. 
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This fact further sharpens the urgency of the need for right 
political and economic world organization. 

Another moral duty of our times is that of extending and 
applying our new psychological knowledge so as to prevent 
mental and especially moral distortion and under-development. 
If we could see minds as we see bodies, we should be astonished 
at their variety. But in the present state of the world we should 
also be horror-struck at their deformations and their dwarfish 
failures to develop. And there is the frightening fact that the 
imperfections and distortions so often manage to attach the 
label of goodness or rightness to themselves. Stunted spiritual 
growth masquerades as humility or acceptance of the decrees 
of Providence, sadistic projection as a crusade against evil, the 
excessive asceticism or moral rigour which springs from an 
unreahstic sense of sin and from failure to face one’s o\vn nature, 
as a badge of special righteousness. 

According to Dr. Ernest Jones, our leading British psycho- 
analyst, man is ‘a creature blindly resisting, with all the means 
at his command, the forces that are making for a higher and 
fuller consciousness’. This cannot perhaps be maintained as a 
general and permanent statement; but it is undoubtedly true 
that resistances to mental or spiritual advance are all but 
universal, and that in the majority of people they are powerful. 
The reluctance to admit new knowledge, the refusal to acknow- 
ledge some of our own impulses, the clinging to non-rational 
and non-reahstic methods of thought, the tendency to put off 
the burdens of our conflicts and the responsibility of our choices 
on to the shoulders of some external authority, or to retreat 
within the shelter of some ivory tower all these constitute 
formidable drags on our passage towards true maturity, as well 
as often piling up dangerous stores of guilt and pent-up 
aggression within the social organism. 

There are several specific problems to be tackled. The most 
obvious is the prevention of the warpiiig of the whole strucmre 
of personality, with accompanying primary ethical distortion, 
in infancy and early childhood. Another is the provision dunng 
education of outlets for repressed impulses, and of crcaUve 
activities which shall be either what WilUam James would have 
caUed the moral equivalents of anti-social action, or the moral 
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substitutes for inhibition and further distortion. This implies a 
greater attention to the education of the emotions, for instance 
through the arts, and also to the desire of growing boys and 
girls to feel of use, to make sacrifices, to participate in some 
exciting or valuable enterprise. A more limited yet equally 
important problem is that of the sensitive adolescent. Too often 
under our present system he (or she) shrinks away from the 
rough school of practice, and. so leaves the control of affairs 
increasingly to the thick-skinned, or the blatant, or the ambi- 
tious seeker after power. In existing conditions, the sensitive 
awareness, the unselfishness, the desire for self-dedication, which 
should be available to society’s common pool, and are needed 
in the highest and most responsible positions, tend to be self- 
defeating, by causing their owner to withdraw from the struggle. 

A related subject is that of innate variations in temperament 
or temperamental tendencies. Our knowledge in this field is 
only beginning to take shape, but it appears more than prob- 
able that, for instance, certain psycho-physical types are pre- 
disposed to callous and tireless aggressiveness. Here we have 
the reciprocal of the problem of the sensitive adolescent — how 
can we either prevent the innately aggressive from seizing 
power, or, preferably, provide creative instead of anti-social 
oudets for him? 

It is our duty to set psychologists to work studying the 
variations and imperfections in man’s mental machinery and 
the obstacles to its proper development, so as eventually to 
overcome these resistances to his mental and spiritual growth, 
to provide him with understanding and the means for a rational 
and fhutful self-discipline, and to improve the social mechanism 
underlying his further evolutionary advance. For here as else- 
where it is only knowledge that will set us free. To the evolu- 
tionist, knowledge and faith are not opposites, but comple- 
ments. Faith inspires the quest for more knowledge, knowledge 
provides the foundation for new faith. 

But in our grossly imperfect world the individual will con- 
tinue to suffer painful conflict. He must reflect that this is one 
of the means by which we as a species have emerged into a new 
and more hopeful phase of evolution. It is part of the price we 
pay for being men. 
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And society will long be faced with the conflict between 
the general aflfirmation and the particular denial of principles 
that we know to be right. Our ethical principles assure us 
that war is a general wrong: yet to urge it may still be a 
particular right. Tolerance and kindness are general virtues: 
yet ruthless suppression of opponents may be a particular duty. 
It is the eternal conflict between means and ends. There is a 
slight comfort in the reflection that fuller understanding of 
general principles will give us more assurance of what ends 
are right. 

Nor will clearer ethical vision prevent us from suffering 
what we feel as injustice at the hands of the cosmos — congenital 
deformity, unmerited suflTering, physical disaster, the early 
death of loved ones. Such cosmic injustice represents the 
persistence of chance and its amorality into human life: we 
may gradually reduce its amount but we assuredly shall never 
abolish it. Man is the heir of evolution: but he is also its 
martyr. All living species provide their evolutionary sacrifice: 
only man knows that he is a victim. 

But man is not only the heir of the past and the victim of 
the present: he is also the agent through whom evolution may 
unfold its further possibilities. Here, it seems, is the solution of 
our riddle of ethical relativity: the ultimate guarantees for the 
correctness of our labels of rightness and wrongness are to be 
sought for among the facts of evolutionary direction. Here, 
too, is to be found the reconciliation of T. H. Huxley s antithesu 
between the ethical and the cosmic process: for the cosimc 
process, we now perceive, is continued into human affairs. 
Thus man can impose moral principles upon ever-widening 
areas of the cosmic process, in whose further slow unfolding e 
is now the protagonist. He can inject his ethics into the heart of 

evolution. 



NOTES 


In attempting to deal with so vast a subject, or rather range of 
subjects, within the space of an hour’s lecture, I found myself 
driven to a compression of statements which I fear may have been 
excessive. This is especially likely to have been so in the passages 
dealing with recent developments in psychological and evolutionary 
theory, which are still inevitably unfamiliar to most people. I am 
therefore app endin g a few notes and references: this brief and 
partial documentation may render acceptable some of my statements 
that as they stand are over-compressed or over-sweeping, and will 
enable interested readers to pursue the subject further should they 
so desire. 

Note I, T. H. Huxley’s Romanes lecture is available, together 
Sectioni, with a Preface and the lengthy Prolegomena, in vol. ix, 
p. 103. ‘Evolution and Ethics, of lus Collected Essays (London: 
Macmillan, 1894 and 1906). 

Note 2, The most comprehensive recent attempt to bring ethics 
p. 105 ff. into relation with the scientific outlook, notably by way 
of psycho-analysis and evolutionary biology, is the sym- 
posium on Science and Ethics, by G. H. Waddington and 
others (London: Allen and Unwin, 1942). Philosophers 
and theologians, as well as psychologists, physicists, and 
biologists, here exchange views on the subject. Dr. 
Waddington’s challenging thesis gave me the fint impetus 
towards a radical treatment of the subject, which I fol- 
lowed up with an essay entitled ‘Philosophy and a World 
at War’ {Fortune, December, 1942; Hibbert Journal, April, 
*943)- I had, however, already made an approach to the 
problem in the title-essay of my Uniqueness of Man (London : 
Ghatto and Windus, 1941), and in particular to the 
adaptive nature of the mechanism of repression in infancy, 
and to the natore of biological progress. Among other 
biolo^ts who have recendy treated the subject I may 
niention R. W. Gerard of Ghicago, with his essay on ‘A 
Biological Basis for Ethics’ {Philos, of Sci. 9: 92; 1942). 
Note 3, A lecturer may assume some general familiarity with the 
Sections, principles of psycho-analysis and other modem dynamic 
p. 106, foeories of psychology. Thus the work of psycho-analysts 
et seq. Me Melame Klein, in The P^cho-analysis of Children 
(London, 1932), is modifying to a considerable extent the 
onginm Freudian views as to the nature and mode of 
formation of the super-ego. (See also Melanie Klein’s 
later papers m InterruU. J. P^choan. 16 (1935) and 2i 
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(1940), M. Brierley’s ‘Present Tendencies in Psycho- 
Andysis’, Brit. J. Med. P^chol. 14; 211; 1934, and G. 
Zilboorg’s Mind, Medicine and Man, New York, 1943.) 
Xote 4, For inhibition, see Sherrington’s Integrative Action of the 
p. 108. Nervous System (1906). 


Note 

P- 


5, For a recent study of ‘moral defectives’ see J. Bowlby, 

1 10. ‘The Influence of Early Environment in the Development 
of Neurosis and Neurotic Character’ {Intemat. J. Piychoan. 
21 (2): 1940). In general, the view is coming to prevail 
that there is great variability in the amount of guilt and 
repression between different individuals, so that the 
average degree of repression is not so intense nor the 
extent of distortion so widespread as was originally sup- 
posed. The early psychoanalysts were perhaps predisposed 
to an interest in the abnormal by their own psychological 
make-up, and in any case were dealing with a non- 
random sample of the population. For a recent compre- 
hensive survey see C. W. Valentine, The P^chology of 
Early Childhood (London, i 943 )- 

G. Lowes Dickinson’s The Meaning of Good is a delightful 


symposium on ethics, which, though written in I90i> 
comes to a conclusion very similar to that of the neo- 
Freudians. They derive ethics from the guilt produced by 
the conflict of love and hate, and believe that a sound 
universalist ethics can be reached only by extending the 
love and the sense of duty experienced towards parpts 
to an ever-widening circle. Lowes Dickinson s principal 
character has a vision of the world of souls in which the 
energy of love was constantly striving to annihilate distance 
and unite in a single sphere the scattered units that were 
only kept apart by the energy of hate’. And he concludes 
(p. 231) that: 

‘whatever Reality may ultimately be, it is in the life of the affections, 
with all its confused tangle of loves and hates, attractions, repulsions, 
and, worst of all, indifferences, it is in tto intricate commCTce of 
souls that we may come nearest to apprehending what perhaps we 
shall never whoUy apprehend, but the quest of which alone, as I 
believe gives any significance to life, and makes it a fh^S 
Se ^d brlve marwill be able to persuade himself it is right to 


endure.’ 

Note 6 Walter Lippmann’s book, A Preface to Morals (New or , 
Section'\ 1929), is an admirably sane statement by a general thu^a 
p. I ?i. uLommitted to any particular philosophical or psycho- 
logical doctrines. . 

For an account of various unrealistic distortions of the 
developing personaUty, the reader may comult such bwto 
as I. A. Hadfield, Psychology and Morals (London, 1923), 





R. H. Thouless, An Introduction to the P:ychology of JUltgwn 
(Cambridge, 1924); P. Nathan, The P^cMogyof Fasctsm 
(London, 1943); E. F. M. Durbin and J. Bowlby, ffrsoj^ 
Aggressiveness and IVar (London, 1939) > 

Trotter’s Instincts of the Herd in Peace and War (London, 
1916) can still be read with much profit, though many of 
its detailed points would now be presented in a different 
firamework. 


Note 7, The three quotations on conscience are from K. E. Kirk, 
Ii3ff. 7:^ Threshold of Ethics (London, 1933); Mark T^vain, 
Huckleberry Finni and Jonathan Swift, The Tale of a fyk. 
As studies of ‘realistic’ or normal development, in addition 
to Valentine’s previously cited book, we have works such 
as J. Piaget, The Moral Judgment of the Child (London, 
1932), which points out how reason and experience nor- 
mally cause the child’s idea of justice to pass through a 
series of progressively less irrational phases ; and G. Allport’s 
recent valuable general study. Personality, a Psychological 
Interpretation (London, 1938), which stresses the way in 
which the psychological structures of childhood may 
become more radically transformed in the course of devel- 
opment than is admitted by traditional genetic psychology. 
Thus in place of regarding adult personality-structure as 
‘explained’ by its origins or as a mere extension of infantile 
instincts or primitive emotional structures, we are given 
the concept of the functional autonomy of adult motives. 
In this, what I have called mental embryology is following 
the path already trodden by physical embryology. This, 
while admitting that a study of origins is necessary for an 
understanding of adult structure, concludes that it is not 
sufficient; for totally new constructions arise during 
individual development. 

JVbte 8, On the pitfalls created for the thinker by the uncritical 
SecUon^, use of an imperfect language mechanism, see C. K. Ogden 
p. 1 15, and I. A. Richards, The Meaning of Meaning (London, 
et seq. 1930) » G. K. Ogden, ‘The Magic of Words, I-III* 
(Pysche, 14: 9-87; 1934); and Stuart Chase’s popular book 
The Tyranny of Words. 

On whether the authority of revelation is needed as a 
basis for ethics, see the New Statesman for 3 April, 1943, and 
subsequent issues. Here Kingsley Martin makes a strong 
case for the view that otir concepts of right and wrong arc 
‘composed of valuable truths discovered by man through 
many aeons of human experience. They arise from the 
nature of human Society’ (and also, we may add, directly 
- out of new social circumstances). 


r 
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The view that theology, with any ethical beliefs b^cd 
on theology, evolves owing to an evolution of man’s idea 
of God is now a commonplace both among liberal theolo- 
gians and rationalist critics of theology. See, e.g., F. B. 
Tevons The Idea of God in Early Religions (Cambridge, 
iqio); R. Otto, The Idea of the Holy (Oxford, 1923); J- S. 
Huxley, Religion without Revelation (London, 1927; abridged 
version, London, I 940 * 

For the non-adaptive nature of much in the ethical 
systems of primitive peoples see, e.g., Ruth Benedict, 
Patterns of Culture (London, 1935) ; Margaret Mead, Sex 
and Temperament in Three Primitive Socieius (New York and 
London, 1935); Margaret Mead (Ed.), Co-operation and 
Competition among Primitive Peoples (New York a^ London, 
IQQ7) ; Margaret Mead and Gregory Bateson, The Balinese 
Character (New York Academy of Sciences, New York, 

Non-adaptive variation in isolated small biological 
populations is discussed in my Evolution: the Modem 
Synthesis (London, 1942), pp. 199^202, 242. 

For ethics as a social adaptation see M. A. i^an, 
Social Ecology (New York: Columbia Umversity Press). 
On the relftivity of ethics to social structure them are 

S£n‘(Londo;, 

i):r«r(London, .908). " .ako 

.hough the book as a ““e suff* 

hastily ^vritten in response to the crisis p 1 

^ successes of the spring and summer of .940- 

(p. 20): 





**r/ 

‘The sort of life that is made possible in the tropical isles of Ae 
Pacific through Ac bounties of nature, Arough an almost playnil 
round of labour — ^this sort of life was from Ae standpoint of pure 
capitalism little less Aan sacrilege. It involved too little effort, ^d, 
above all, it promised no profit, despite Ae fact Aat the natives, 
thanlra to nature, were in the position of the favoured leisure classes 
of capitalistic civilization.’ 

This brings home the degree of the ethical adjustment we 
shall have to make in adapting our ideas to a system of 
plenty (cf. my § 8). Again (p. 52): 

‘Because of this overwhelming concern for Ae external environment 
as a field of interest, as a centre of organized activities, as a subject 
for scientific description, Ac pragmatic liberals lost their early tie 
wiA Ae human person^ty. Though the scientific exploration of 
Ae personality went farAer Aan it had ever gone m Ac past, in Ae 
great progress made from Charcot and Janet to Freud and Jung, Ae 
arts of personal development remained on a relatively primitive 
level. For pragmatic liberalism avoided Ae normative disciplines, 
those dealing wiA purposes and values, rather Aan abstract matters 
of fact. Hence a steady neglect of Ae fields of sesAetics, ethics, and 
reli^on, fields which early modern liberals like Rousseau had duly 
cultivated.’ 

and (p. 56): 

‘Though Ae Aeologian’s view of Ac external world might be weak 
as science, Aough he might be lazy in combining personal salvation 
and sociail aims, he at least knew Aat Ac mtemal world had 
dimensions of its own.’ 

— which Mumford’s ‘pragmatic liberal’ did not. 

For the relativity of Nazi ethics see Erich Fromm, 
‘Problems of German Gharacterology* {Trans. N.T. Acad. 
Sd., 1943, p. 79) ; and for that of Japanese ethics, Geoffrey 
Gorer, ‘Themes in Japanese Culture’ (ibid., 1943, p. 106). 
Gorer points out that in Japan the concept of sin, as 
distinct from that of uncleanness, has never been differ- 
entiated; and draws the interesting conclusion that this 
has given rise to the Japanese emphasis on ‘correct’ or 
‘suitable’ behaviour, as opposed to Ae abstract ethics and 
moral absolutes of traditional Western culture. AnoAer 
peculianty of Japanese ethics is Ae encouragement of 
ag^essiveness in boy chilAen towards Aeir moAers and 
oAer fem^e relations, coupled by its discouragemnt 
towards his male relatives and later his teachers and 
superiors. On Ae basis of Aese and o Aer facts he is able 
to give a reasonable explanation ‘for Ae striking contrast 
between Ae all-pervasive gentleness of life m Japan, which 
has charmed nearly every visitor, and Ae overwhehiung 
brutAty ^d sadism of Ae Japanese at war, which has 
Iwmfied ^ost every observer and journalist and Aocked 
Ae consaence of Ae democratic world’ 
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An acute and critical study of the difficulties and dangers 
resulting from appl)ing ethical principles derived from 
one type of civihzation to another at a quite different level, 
is given by A. T. Cul\vick in his pamphlet Good out of 
Africa : a Study in the Relativity of Morals (RJiodes-Livingstone 
Institute, Livingstone, Northern Rhodesia, 1942, pp. 1-42). 
Such factors as the attempt to inculcate a seme of sin, the 
‘anti-tribal bias’ of much missionary teaching, and the 
‘battle between a number of conflicting and often irre- 
concilable points of view’ over marriage and sexual 
morality, are having a disastrous and disintegrative effect 
on the African emerging into the modern world. 

J^ote 9 In the past, so-called evolutionary theories of ethics. 
Sections, such as Herbert Spencer’s, Leslie Stephen’s, or Nietzsche’s, 
p. I iQ, have been vitiated through their attempting to apply 
et seq. conclusions derived solely from the biological level of 
evolution to subjects like ethics which only come into 

existence on the social level. 

Comte based his system on an evolutionary view of 
society, but had no theoi7 of biological evolution available 
with which to link up his ‘social dynamics’. 

Indeed, we may say that it is only during the present 
century that sufficient data have been amassed m the 
fields of astronomy, physics, psychology, anthropology, 
and sociology to permit the attempt being made to advance 
anv comprehensive theory of evolution covering all levels 
On the subject of evolutionary levels, see the important 
analysis bv Joseph Needham in Time the Refreshing River 
(London, '1943; notably the last two essays, winch are 
fuUy documented); also R. W. Gerard, Higher Leve s 0 

Integration’ {Biol. Symposia, 8: 67; 1942)- 

Fot an analysis of biological progress see the last chapter 
of my Evolution: the Modern Synthem (London, 1942) and 
ffie first essay in my Essays of a Biologist (London, i 92 ^V 
The articles signed ‘Archimedes which appeared m 
SnWri94f (vol. 6, nos. 31 ff-) contain a valuable 
^a4is of the^prerequisites for advance on Ae socia Weh 
though they do not relate this to advance on the biological 

level 

m .0, These sections have, I fear 

KT^ettriS ob=— 

nrovided by our own feelings and by the current etni 
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beliefs of the society to which we belong. Attempts have 
repeatedly been made to provide such guarantees both 
on a philosophical and on a religious basis; but I think 
I can claim the support of the great majority of my fellow- 
scientists in rejecting the validity of these claims. We 
reject those of the metaphysicians because we do not 
believe in the capacity of human reason to grasp the 
Absolute, and consider that the only method of attaining 
more truth and fuller knowledge is by means of the 
scientific method; and we reject those of the theological 
moralists because we are unable to take seriously the 
claims of revelation, and because even the most inspired 
moral pronouncements by the greatest religious leaders 
turn out on examination to be limited by the psychological 
peculiarities of their proponents and by the social condi- 
tions of the period, and thus to be not absolute but relative. 
We thus arrive at the apparent paradox that a process of 
change provides the only certainty to which man can hope 
- to attain. 

Most branches of science have begun by stating, 
analj^ing, and comparing the static qualities and charac- 
teristics of objects and phenomena. With the passage of 
time, however, the apparently static turns out to be a 
phase in a process, and scientific workers are forced to 
proceed on a dynamic basis, directing their efforts prim- 
arily to discovering the type, direction, and velocity of 
processes of change. This is obvious in such branches as 
physical geography, geology, astronomy, physical chem- 
istry, or atomic physics; in biology it is equally obvious in 
palaeontology and embryology, and is beginning to apply 
in psychology and genetics. In the social sciences the 
dynamic point of view has always been represented, and 
IS now becoming dominant. Within a short period it 
should be possible to arrive at a generalized evolution 
theory which will provide a dynamic framework for all 
natural phenomena. Furthermore, the very nature of 
scientific method imposes a relativist or dynamic theory 
of knowledge. ^ 

But this proceM has scarcely begim to affect either 
popular or professional thinking in regard to such subjects 
as religion and morality; only when change instead of 
toty IS regarded as the goal, and the desirable is defined 
m terms of the direction and rate of change, not of the 
nature and properties of a static Absolute, will these 
branches of human activity fall into place within a general 
system of thought. b 
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J^ote II, 

p. 127. 
Note 12, 

p. 130- 

Note 13, 

P - 133- 


Note 14,. 
P - 134 

Note 15, 
Section 
viii, 

P - 135. 

et seq. 


For a discussion of the evil effects of intra-specific com- 
petition see J. B. S. Haldane, The Causes of Evolution 
(London, 1932), or a brief summary in my Evolution: the 
Modern Synthesis (London, 1942), pp. 483 ff. 

For the changing content of justice, see the paper by 
Ginsberg discussed in the notes of § 8. 

For the intrinsic value of certain types of mystical experi- 
ence, see, e.g., Evelyn Underhill, Mysticism (London, 12th 
Revision, 1930), Geraldine Coster, Toga and Western 
P^chology (London, 1934), and Aldous Huxley, Grey 
Eminence (London, 1941). 

For the morality of power see Bertrand Russell, Power, a 
New Social Analysis (London, 1938). 

After this lecture was delivered my attention was dravra 
to Professor Morris Ginsberg’s interesting presidential 
address to the Aristotelian Society {Proc. Aristot. Soc., 
1942-3 (N.S. 43) on ‘The Individualist Basis of Inter- 
national Law and Morals’, in which, in the particular 
sphere of international relations, he adopts a standpoint 
very similar to the general argjument of this section. Thus, 
for instance, he writes: 


‘to give positive content to the notion of liberty it is necrasaiy to 
define the liberties of the state or to mark out the spheres of acuity 
within which the state should in the interests of humanity as a whole 
be given autonomy. The questions involved would require dinerent 
answers in different historical circumstances. It is being gradually 
recognized, for example, that in future states ought not to have the 
right to change their economic legislation . . . without regard to 
the effect of these changes on other states’, 
and so on. In general, his conclusion is that in the con- 
ditions of the modern world, international morality is 
inevitably changing, so that, for instance, ‘there is growing 
acceptance of the view . . . that justice does not consist 
in mere non-interference, but involves positive effort o 
collaboration for conunon ends’. , ,, , , t- 

E. A. Hoebel (‘Primitive Law and Modern, Irons. 
NT. Acad. Sci., Dec., 1942) approaches the problem in a 
similar way, and comes to the same general conclusi^. 

As regards the effects on morahty of the economic 
effects of science and its applications in transfon^g a 
regime of permanent scarcity into one of PoJ^’^hal p en^ 
E T. D. Raddle over ten years ago could ^te in fan 
Magic and Mind (London, 1932) ‘we shall look back and 
be fmazed to see that we thought it oo^on seme to be 
ungenerous. ... The attitude to debt wiU alter , at 
prient the debtor is ashamed. In the the ^rechtor 

vdll be ashamed to think he had a debtor. y> 
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Lend-Lease and the Relief and Rehabilitation proposals 
of the U.S.A. are the international results of the beginning 
of such a changed economic morality. Recent books like 
E. H. Carr’s The Foundations of Peace and Peter Drucker’s 
The End of Economic Man demonstrate the way in which 
the economic and social foundations of morality are 
changing, while others, such as Herbert Agar’s A Time 
for Greatness and Michael Straight’s Make this the Last 
War more explicitly link up the material revolution with 
a revolution in moral outlook and duties. 

L. K. Frank (‘World Order and Cultural Diversity’, 
Free World, 3, June, 1942) has some interesting remarks 
on the relations between ethics and culture. At present, 
‘each culture is asymmetrical, biased, and incomplete, 
making a virtue of its deficiencies and its anesthesias’. 
Now that the world is shrinking we must ‘accept the 
cultural diversity of mankind as the fundamental, ines- 
capable basis of order’, and aim at what the same writer 
has elsewhere termed ‘a world orchestration of cultures’. 


With regard to the relations between innate qualities 
of body-build and of temperamental predispositions, with 
their implications for morality (p. 68), W. H. Sheldon’s 
recent book The Varieties of Temperament may be consulted. 
This leads on to the more general topic of the need for 
safe^arding a planned society against undue concen- 
trations and abuses of power. Bertrand Russell, in his 
previously cited book, has a valuable discussion of this 
point. On the problem of the sensitive adolescent (p. 67) 
see J. S. Huxley, ‘The County Badge Scheme’, Spectator, 
13 Nov., 1942. 


The ethics of birth-control have been discussed from 
every possible angle in the last quarter of a century. Those 
colonial possession have recently begun to loom large. 
The newCT attitude, rendered both possible and expedient 
by the changed political and economic conditions, has 
c^talhzed out in the replacement of trusteeship by partrur- 
shtp ^ the underlying basis for the relation between a 
colonel Power and its colonies, as forcibly expressed by 
Hailey in recent pronouncements ; and in the demand 
tor a Golomal Charter as voiced by the recent Labour 

independent organizations such 
as {The Future of the Colonies, Broadsheet No. 184. 

20. Jan., 1942). 


P.E.P. m Its Broadsheet on The New Pattern (No. 178 

interesting comments on the 
hanging ctlucal valuation of charity and other virtues. 
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Indeed, one can hardly turn to any general discussion 
of present-day problems without coming across a reference 
to the way in which the social and economic revolution 
of our times implies also an ethical revolution; and this 
involves a revaluation of various traditional virtues, like 
chastity, charity, or faith, and the assignment of a new 
content to all general ethical concepts, such as rights and 
duties, social benevolence, and justice. 
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THE VINDICATION OF DARWINISM 

BY JULIAN HUXLEY 

DARWIN'S essential achievement was the demonstration that 
the almost incredible variety of life, with all its complex 
and puzzling relations to its environment, was explicable in 
scientific terms. It is for this reason that he has with j'ustice 
been described as the Newton of Biology. Newton was able to 
account for a vast mass of apparendy heterogeneous physical 
facts — the traj'ectory of cannon-balls, the movement of the 
planets, the fall of apples, the ebb and flow of the tides, the 
swing of pendulums, the orbits of moons and comets, and 
much besides — on the basis of a few simple general principles. 
With the aid of a few equally simple principles, Darwin was 
able to account for an equally vast mass of apparently hetero- 
geneous biological facts — adaptations of every kind; the origin 
of the million and more separate species of animals and plants ; 
the existence of fossils differing from existing species ; the raison 
d'Hre of special masculine adornment and weapons; the puzzles 
of geographical distribution, such as the restriction of tapirs to 
South America and Malaya, of kangaroos to Australia, of 
elephants to the Indian and African regions; the development 
in embryos of structures found in adults of quite other type; 
the paucity of types, but the abundance of species within each 
type, to be found in the fauna and flora of oceanic archipelagoes ; 
the elaborate mechanisms for ensuring cross-fertilization; the 
facts of parasitism; the resemblance of man to monkeys, and, 
more generally, the existence of structural plans common to 
large groups; and many others. 

Again, Newton’s work enabled him and his successors to 
make inniunerable deductions and prophecies, from the return 
of comets to the time of eclipses, from the compilation of tide- 
tables to the formation of double stars and solar systems. The 
same is true of Darwin and those who came after him. He 

F 
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was able to prophesy a detail such as the future discovery of a 
moth with a proboscis longer than any previously known, and 
to deduce a general principle such as that no species would 
ever be found with any characters which were solely or prim- 
arily useful to some other species. Darwinian prophecies that 
palaeontology would unearth fossils showing gradual medica- 
tion of divergent types have been verified, and also that missing 
links’ between various distinct types, including those between 
man and ape-like forms, would be discovered. 

The kernel of Darwin’s work was the principle of Natural 
Selection. The idea of evolution had been in the minds of 
many previous thinkers, but no one had suggested any plausible 
or reasonable method by which it could have taken place. 
My grandfather, T. H. Huxley, records the effect of Darwin’s 

great idea upon the biological world of 1859; ‘the effect . . . 

of a flash of light ^vhich, to a man who has lost himself on a 
dark night, suddenly reveals a road which, whether it takes 
him straight home or not, certainly goes a long way. That 
which we were looking for, and could not find, was a hypothesH 
respecting the origin of known organic forms which assumed 
the operation of no causes but such as could be proved to be 

actually at work The Ongin provided us with the working 

hypothesis we sought My reflection, when I first made 

myself master of the central idea of the Ongin, was, How 
extremely stupid not to have thought of that!’’ I suppose that 
Columbus’ companions said much the same when he made the 

‘"^^n^pfrenthests, I would like to add a word about the share 
of Alfred Russel WaUace in this great discoveiy. As is wd^ 
known, the principle of Natural Selection 
in a joint communication by Darwin and WaUace 0 A 
LinnJan Society. This resulted from Wallace, t^en ^ 
Malay Archipelago, having sent Darwin an essay 
the idea of Natural Selection as the missing W ~ 
would result in the transmutation of species an m ev 
in general. But whereas Wallace’s essay was the Product om 
idea which had flashed upon him a bare four "'^“ths ^ , 
his essay reached England, Darmn had hit 
of Natural Selection no less than sixteen y 
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Darwin himself wrote to Lyell immediately after receiving 
Wallace’s essay, ‘I never saw a more striking coincidence; if 
Wallace had had my MS sketch written out in 1842, he could 
not have made a better short abstract.’ 

Thus, though Wallace deserv'es full credit for his brilliant 
intuition, Darwin had a long priority, as well as having 
thoroughly worked out the implications of the idea, and sup- 
ported it with an immense body of facts. 

The concept of Natural Selection is a remarkable blend of 
induction and deduction. As I have written elsewhere 
Tt is as well to remember the strong deductive element in 
Darwinism. Darwin based his theory of Natural Selection 
on three observable facts of nature and two deductions from 
them. The first fact is the tendency of all organisms to increase 
in a geometrical ratio. This tendency of all organisms to 
increase is due to offspring, in the early stages of their existence, 
always being more numerous than their parents. . . . The 
second fact is that, in spite of this tendency to progressive 
increase, the numbers of a given species remain more or less 
constant. 

‘The first deduction follows. From these two facts he 
deduced the struggle for existence. For since more young are 
produced than can survive, there must be competition for 
survival. In amplifying his theory, he extended the concept 
of the st^ggle for existence to cover reproduction. The struggle 
is in point of fact for survival of the stock. . . . 

Darwin’s third fact of nature was variation: all organisms 
vary appreciably. And the second and final deduction, which 
he deduced from the first deduction and the third fact, was 
Natural Selection. Since there is a struggle for existence among 
individuals, and since these individuals are not all alike, some 
of the variations among them will be advantageous in the 
sl^ggle for sumval, others unfavourable. Consequently, a 
higher proportion of individuals with favourable variations 
will on the average survive; a higher proportion of those with 
u^avourable variations wiU die or fail to reproduce them- 
selvK. And since a great deal of variation is transmitted by 
ere ty, these effects of differential survival will in large 
’^Evolution: iht Modtm Synthesis (Allen and Unwin, 1942), p. 14. 



156 THE VINDICATION OF DARWINISM 

measure accumulate from generation to generation. Thus 
natural selection will act constantly to improve and to maintain 
the adjustment of animals and plants to their surroundings and 
their way of life.’ 

Darwinism may thus be broadly defined in the two-fold 
sense of a scientifically-grounded belief in the process of organic 
evolution, operating through the mechanism of Natural Selec- 
tion. After the publication of the Origin in 1859, Darwinism 
had a rapid and striking success. Within a few years all but a 
handful of biologists had accepted Natural Selection as at 
least a reasonable working hypothesis, and, provisionally taking 
it for granted, had concentrated chiefly on demonstrating the 
reality of evolution as a historical and present fact. Within a 
quarter-century the concept of evolution had taken its place 
as one of the great ideas of the world, destined to colour man’s 
thinking permanently in every department of life. 

Then, however, a retrogression set in. It was not that the 
broad fact of evolution was doubted. The evidences which 
made it clear that evolution had occurred, continued to pile 
up: innumerable facts were accumulated by biology which 
fitted immediately into an evolutionary scheme of things and 
interlocked to form an ever-strengthening support for the idea 
of evolution, but were incapable of scientific interpretation, 
and indeed simply refused to make sense, on any alternative 
hypothesis. These facts included the striking discoveries of 
American paleontologists, which demonstrated by the con- 
crete evidence of fossils that gradual evolution towards a fully 
specialized type had actuaUy occurred during geological time 
in the horses, the titanotheres, and many other groups— facts 
which were unknown when Darwin wrote his great book, but 
confirmed his general contention in the most unequivocal 


way. . , . , 

No, the ‘decline of Darwinism’, as it has sometimes been 

styled,*which took place from about 1890 to about ^ 
mainly concerned with its second aspect— the pnnciple of 
Natural Selection, the detailed evidences for it, and the modes 
of its operation. General biology, having accomphshed the 
more urgent task of estabUshing the fact of evolution on an 
impregnable footing, turned to consider the working hypothesis 
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of Natural Selection, on the basis of which the possibility of 
evolution was presumed. Now scientists cannot long continue 
to be satisfied with the merely possible, in the way of a working 
hypothesis. Inevitably they want a tested theory, based on 
factual (and wherever practicable, experimental) evidence, and 
operating through clear-cut (and wherever possible, quantita- 
tive) scientific laws which can serve as the basis for further 
predictions and verifications. 

Objections began to pour in from the more cautious and 
the more critically-minded. One widespread criticism was that 
the theory of Natural Selection was a matter of arm-chair 
speculation. A certain section among the Darwinians would 
argue roughly as follows : this or that character appears prima 
facie to be of biological use to its possessor; it is therefore an 
adaptation; it has therefore been produced during evolution 
by Natural Selection. The paper demonstration (so the critics 
maintained, not without some justification) of presumptive 
adaptation was taken as evidence for the reality of Natural 
Selection; and vice versa the paper theory of Natural Selection 
was taken as evidence for the reality and value of biological 
adaptation. The anti-Darwinians concentrated their attack 
especially on the alleged adaptations of mimicry and of sexual 
selection. More positively, they criticized the absence of experi- 
mental work aimed at demonstrating the concrete biological 
value of the adaptations, and the reality and intensity of the 
process of selection in nature. 

A parallel criticism was directed against the other pillar 
of the selection theory— the nature and amount of the vari- 
ability which selection has at its disposal. Darwin himself 
was emphatic in repudiating the suggestion (whose absurdity 
did not prevent his critics from asserting it to be a part of his 
theory) that selection in some way produced its own raw 
material. Thus in Chapter IV of the Origin he writes that some 
wnten ‘have even imagined that natural selection induces 
variability, whereas it implies only the preservation of such 
vanatons as occur and are beneficial to the being under its 
conditions of life’. And he had previously defined Natural 
Selection as ‘the preservation of favourable variations, and the 
destruction of injurious variations’, the variations bein? taken 
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(on the basis of his extensive survey of the facts) as previously 
provided by the operation of some natural process. 

But, owing to the state of science in the mid-nineteenth 
century, he was unable to go much beyond these extremely 
broad generalities. The biologists of 1859 did not know which 
variations were inherited and which were not (a point of 
capital importance, since the latter could obviously not con- 
tribute to evolutionary change) ; they did not know how 
inherited variations were transmitted ; they did not know how 
they originated ; and they did not know whether the effects of 
environment or of use and disuse could be transmitted to 
subsequent generations. 

There was a general assumption that such transmission (the 
inheritance of acquired characters, or Lamarckian inheritance, 
as later generations called it) could and did occur to a certain 
rather small extent, and this historical fact doubtless influenced 
Darwin in his belief in the importance of what he called ‘the 
conditions of life’ in producing evolutionary change. But 
conversely he was driven to acceptance of this behef by what 
he regarded as a fundamental difficulty— the difficulty of 
explaining how new advantageous variations, even if fully 
hereditary, would escape being swamped by subsequent crossing. 

As R. A. Fisher has shown in the first chapter of his im- 
portant book. The Genetical Basis of Natural Selection (1930), 
Darwin set out with the preconception that heredity was of 
the blending, not the particulate type — that is to say, that 
whatever material substratum it was which determined in- 
herited characters, its parts blended with each other when two 
distinct stocks were crossed, Hke drops of differently-coloured 
inks, instead of remaining in some way discrete and distinct, 
like differently-coloured marbles. 

Although this preconception was explicitly stated in the 
early essays (of 1842 and to a lesser extent of 1844) in which he 
set forth his first ideas about Natural Selection, by the time 
he came to write the Origin he was merely taking blending 
inheritance for granted. However, its imphcations still coloured 
his general thought and the details of his argument, and 
continued to do so throughout his life. 

The immediate consequence of any theory of blending 
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inheritance is that, as Darwin wrote in his notebook in 1842 of 
what we would call new variants, ‘if varieties (are) allowed 
freely to cross, except by the chance of two characterized by 
(the) same peculiarity happening to many, such varieties will 
be constantly demolished’. In modern terms, the variance (or 
less technically, the variability) of the species or breeding 
population will decrease very rapidly. With random crossing 
it will be approximately halved in each generation, so that less 
than one-thousandth of the observed variance of such a species 
could be more than ten generations old. And even if the 
freedom of crossing were interfered with by a very high degree 
of assortative mating, the rate of decay of the variance would 
at best be little more than halved. 

This means that to explain the existence of any reasonable 
amount of variability, such as is in point of fact to be found 
in many wild and domestic populations, we must either pre- 
suppose what would now be called a normal mutation-rate 
enormously much higher than any yet discovered, or else we 
must imagine, as Darwin did, not merely that changes in 
conditions can provoke variability — increase the mutation-rate 
but that such a variability-provoking event had occurred in 
the very recent past of the population in question. In any case, 
as Fisher says. If variation is to be used by the human breeder, 
or by natural selection, it must be snapped up at once, soon 

after the mutation has appeared, and before it has had time to 
die away.’ 


It was considerations such as these which induced Darwin 
to ascnbe such importance to ‘the conditions of life’— changes 
in climate, general environment, amount and kind of food 
availably and so forth. And these changes in conditions, 
both m domesticated and wild species, he was driven to believe 
called the outburst of variability needed for artificial o^ 
natural selection to work on. In addition, it was these con- 
siderations wbch made Darwin assign a subordinate but 
considerable role in the production of evolutionary change to 
the mam Lamarckian idea of the inheritance of the effects 
of use and disuse, and a further but smaller role to Lamarck’s 

te tS of 
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Immense difficulties remained. How was it, on these 
assumptions, that the variability of the longest-established 
domestic animals and plants was not merely as high as that of 
more recently domesticated forms, but usually higher? How 
was it that, according to the eminent Swiss-French botanist 
de Candolle, the variability of cultivated plants was usually 
highest in the country where they had been longest cultivated, 
instead of in the new countries with new climates to which they 
had been later introduced? Can we really suppose that the 
conditions of hfe or the abundance of food have undergone 
large changes sufficiently often to produce the torrents of 
variation required for evolution operating by Natural Selec- 
tion? How is it possible on any such scheme to understand 
the frequent occurrence of variations which are reversions to 
ancestral types, be they near or remote? 

The difficulties were, in point of fact, insurmountable— so 
long as the fundamental postulate, of blending inheritance, 
was accepted. It is Fisher’s merit to have first shown that they 
all disappear once the principle of particulate inheritance is 
recognized. Indeed, the acceptance of neo-Mendelism, which 
happens to be the method by which particulate inheritance 
actually works, makes the process of evolution through Natural 
Selection very much easier to understand than it was for Darwin 
himself, or for his most ardent supporters up to 1920 or 


1925.^ . 1 

Thus, on a neo-mendelian basis, there is no longer any 

need to postulate the impossibly high mutation-rates required 

if Natural Selection is to operate with blending inheritance. 

The reason is that with mendelian inheritance the variance 

of a species or population is conserved. The vanant particles, 

or mutant genes as we now call them, can remain in storage 

indefinitely until they are required. The only quahfications 

^Fisher further pointed out as a remarkable fact ‘hat.had any thmker m 

necessary or at least natural] assumptions, ^ ^hich he 

5." moSm of MondolUm » 

develops in some detail, concluding i pP jg^istics of the Mendelian 

and Unkage, including concHved it possible 
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are that genes with deleterious effects will diminish in frequency 
and tend to disappear as a result of adverse selection, and that 
others may be lost to the stock through purely accidental 
ehmination — owng to the few gametes or adults which con- 
tain them chancing not to be successful in reproduction. But 
this latter effect will play only a very minor part (except in 
very small populations), and both together will cause only a 
sHght diminution of variance, which can readily be replenished 
by mutation at the sort of rates which have been found actually 
to occur. 

This conservation of new variants is further aided by the 
fact of dominance. Many, probably most, mutant genes are 
recessive— do not exert their effects when present together 
wth the ‘normal’ gene as their partner. Thus even deleterious 
recessive genes will not become the subject of adverse selection 
unless present in double dose; and this, in the case of at all 
infrequent genes, will be a very rare event: for instance, a 
recessive gene present in the unusually high ratio of i individual 
per 1,000 ivill on the average exist in pure form (double dose) 
only in one in more than a million individuals — a total larger 
than the entire population of a number of species in nature. 

Again, Mendelism at once explains the facts of reversion, 
which were at once so familiar and so puzzling to Darwin. If 
as often happens, particularly in domesticated forms, one stock 
or variety h^ lost one gene which is necessary for the develop- 
ment of a given character such as colour or pattern, while a 
second has lost another contributor to the same character, 
then a cross between the tivo will restore the original or ancestral 
character or type. This fact is unintelligible on the assumption 
of blending inheritance, but follows immediately from elemen- 
tary Mendelism. 


Mendelism also accounts for the fact— so familiar that the 
need to explain it is often forgotten— that brothers and sisters 
(sibs), m human as weU as animal and plant families, often 
differ markedy from one another— much more markedly than 
codd possibly be accounted for by postulating an effect of 
ff^g conditions of life’ either upon them or their parents. 

This IS one result of the more general fact of recombination 
the most important smgle consequence of the conservation 
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of variance through mendelian heredity. By recombination 
we mean the possibihty, after a cross, of recombining the 
gene-differences between two stocks in all kinds of ways. In 
Mendel’s classical experiments with peas, after crossing a 
variety with smooth yellow seeds with one having wrinUed 
green seeds, he found in the second generation (Fj) not merely 
the two original seed-types, but also the other two possible 
combinations — smooth green and yellow wrinkled. The num- 
ber of combinations goes up rapidly with the number of genes 
involved, being 2” for n different genes, so that from a cross 
involving only ten independent gene-differences, there may 
be bred 1,024 combinations, aU but two of which are new 
recombinations. 

This fact is of the utmost importance. In the first place, 
it provides organisms with a second source of genetic variation. 
While in the really long run evolution must depend on the 
occurrence of mutations producing genes of new type, yet for 
many purposes it can draw on the short-term novelties provided 
by recombination. In the second place, it affords a biological 
rationale for the existence of sex. Sex, paradoxically at first 
sight, is in its essence not so much a matter of difference between 
male and female as a mechanism for recombining mutations. 
\Vithout sex, mutations would remain confined to the lines in 
which they had originated; with sex they can be combined 
with other mutations originating in other lines. Ten mutations 
in a sexless species will provide only ten different variant types 
on which selection can get to work; in a species with sex the 
number jumps to over a thousand. Sex plus Mendelism makes 
possible a much greater rapidity and variety of evolution. 

Finally, with the acceptance of neo-Mendelism the fact that 
the variability is greatest in the most anciently domesticated 
strains of plants and animals at once became explicable and 
indeed to be expected, instead of the stumbling-block it was for 
Darwin. 

Neo-mendelian discovery and analysis have also resolved 
another major conflict— that between the mutationists and 
the Darwinian gradualists. Around the turn of the century, 
many critics of the theory of Natural Selection felt that the 
slow and gradual type of change postulated by Darwin could 
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not or would not account for the immense results which had 
actually been achieved during evolution. 

Since then, this criticism has, of course, in part fallen to the 
ground with the change in our views on the age of the earth 
and the period of its tenancy by living organisms, which has 
resulted from the discovery of radio-activity. This discovery 
has not merely enormously extended the time-scale of organic 
evolution; it has also provided a new and accurate method of 
dating its events. Not long after the general acceptance of 
evolution as a fact, Lord Kelvin, the eminent physicist, gave 
the earth a total age of between twenty and forty million 
years; which my grandfather immediately asserted to be 
impossibly short for evolution. The general impressions of 
the biologist proved to be more correct than the accurate 
calculations of physical science. The age of the earth has now 
been extended to about 2,000 million years, the age of life 
upon the earth to at least 1,100 million years, and the first 
appearance of even the most modem types, such as the horses, 
has been dated back to some 50 million years ago. 

However, this is only half the story. The upholders of 
mutation also maintained that the slight and imperceptible 
changes of classical Darwinism could not by their nature 
produce large-scale evolutionary results. How was it possible, 
they asked, for selection to select so effectively as between such 
slight diflferences? If Natural Selection depended for its 
working on the survival of the fittest, how could one conceive 
that a small variation towards, let us say, a more protective 
coloration or pattern could make the cmcial difiference between 
survival and extinction? 


To this faUacy I mtU return. Meanwhile the beHevers in 
short cuts to evolution were strengthened by two events— one 
the promulgation of the Mutation Theory by the distinguished 
Dutch botanist de Vnes in 1901; the other, the indepradent 
rediscovery of Mendel’s Laws by de Vries, Correns, and Tscher- 

b England’ working-out, notably by Bateson 

De Vri^, on the basis of striking inherited ‘jumps’ in 
h^acter which he discovered and investigated in thi Evening 
nmrosc Oenothera, put forward the view that such ‘jumps’ 
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or mutations, many of them already adapted and capable of 
maintaining themselves ab initio, were to be regarded as the 
main type of variation to play a part in evolutionary change, 
and therefore not merely the raw material of evolution (as 
would be the small variations postulated by Darwin), but its 


cause. 


However, it soon appeared that the ‘mutations’ observed 
in Oenothera were something exceptional and in any case 
not to be regarded as a major factor in evolution. And later it 
turned out that they were not mutations at all, in the proper 
sense of that word as denoting the appearance of new genetic 
variations. In certain plants, including Oenothera, a peculiar 
condition has arisen whereby most or aU of the chromosome- 
pairs exist normally in a markedly dissimilar or heterozygous 
state. The genetic mechanism by which this has originated 
and is maintained is too complex to discuss here. What con- 
cerns us is the fact that in Oenothera it permits occasional 
crossing-over; and it was the large-scale recombinations thus 
produced which were not unnaturally taken by de Vries for 


true mutations. 

Bateson, followed by other early mendelians such as Morgan 
in the first stages of his genetic career, also embraced the 
theory of large mutations. In Bateson’s case this was a natural 
continuation of his valuable earlier work, embodied m hs 
Materials for the Study of Variation in 1894. In this volume he 
had assembled a large body of ewdence proving the existence 
of markedly discontinuous variation in nature, as opposed to 
(or at least in addition to) the continuous or fluctuatmg vanation 
postulated by Darwin and his sekctioimt foUowm. Afta 
1900. he extended this notion to mendehzmg mutaUons. If 
not inevitable, this was at least natural. In the early 19MS 
the MendeUans were above aU anxious to validate and generalize 
Mendel’s two fundamental laws of segregaoon and recombm - 
“n-a task dearly of the highest importance 
To achieve this, they naturally preferred to jrk 
and dear-cut differences-tall versus dwarf 
rbfferent colours pigmented versus albino rodents, the pr^ence 
*tSce of teiin cattle, markedly different comb-shapes 
in fowU, and so on. From the discovery that those clear-cu 
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differences mendelized to the assumption that all mendclizing 
characters must depend on clear-cut differences was but a 
step. 

It proved, however, to be a false step. In the first place, 
later research revealed that many variations whose demarcation 
and inheritance was not clear-cut, in reahty obeyed mendelian 
laws— it was merely that with them mendehan dominance 
was not complete; or that the real but small genetic differences 
involved could be obscured by equally real but non-inherited 
differences, or modifications due to environment; or that their 
inheritance was complex, involving several genes with inter- 
acting effects, or one main gene together with a number of 
minor hnodifiers’. We now know that the inheritance of all 
mutations, except for a few rare cases of cytoplasmic variation, 
fits into the neo-mendehan scheme. 

Further, it became progressively clearer that it is the 
mutations of small extent and often apparently trivial nature 
which form the great bulk of the raw material with which 
evolution actually operates, while large mutations with striking 
effects are but rarely serviceable. 

Certain critics of Darwinism, such as Hogben, at one time 
maintained that the discovery of mutation and of mendelian 
inheritance had put out of court the Danvinian idea of evolu- 
tion as ‘an essentially continuous process’. This, however, 
proved wholly erroneous. In any case, evolution, as revealed 
in fossil trends, is an essentially continuous process. Further 
(if I may again cite my own previous writings) ^ ‘the budding- 
blocks of evolution, in the shape of mutations, are, to be sure, 
discrete quanta of change. But, firstly, the majority of them 
(and the very great majority of those which survive to become 
incorporated in the genetic constitution of living things) appear 
to be of small extent; secondly, the effect of a given mutation 
will be different according to the combination of modifying 
genes present; and thirdly, its effect may be masked or modified 
by environmental modifications. The net result will be that, 
for all practical purposes, most of the variabihty of a species 
at any given moment will be continuous, however accurate 
the measurements made; and that most evolutionary change 

Etolution: the Modem Synthesis (Allen and Unwin, 1942), p. 27. 
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will be gradual, to be detected by a progressive shifting of a 
mean value from generation to generation’. 

Bateson also developed the paradoxical and essentially anti- 
darwinian thesis that evolution proceeds not by the addition 
of new characters but by the dropping out of old ones. This 
was based on the observed fact that many mutations, like 
many of the characters by wViich domestic breeds differ from 
the wild type, are recessive in their inheritance, and show the 
absence or the diminution of some wild-type character or 
property (‘loss mutations’). Bateson concluded that recessive- 
ness of inheritance, with its loss of visible character, corre- 
sponded to the loss of something material from the hereditary 
constitution; and put forward the so-called Presence-and- 
Absence theory, whereby the recessive character depended on 
the absence of the normal gene. Further, from the frequency 
of such loss, he jumped to a general law of evolution by loss. 

These generalizations, however, were ill-founded. Some 
domestic breed-characters are not recessive to the wild type, 
but dominant, like rose and pea comb in fowls, or hornlessness 
in cattle ; and many new mutations have since been discovered 
which are wholly or partly dominant. 

Most significant, however, is the fact that modern mendelian 
theory has been able to explain the origin of recessivity itself. 
There was this important element of truth in Bateson’s 
Presence-and-Absence theory — that most recessive characters 
seem to depend on the diminution or the absence of some 
process involved in producing the corresponding dominant. 
Thus albinism in vertebrates depends on the absence of the 
enzyme which is needed to produce melanin pigment; and 
there are various grades of partial albinism corresponding to a 
reduced or delayed action of the enzyme. Again, the recessive 
character ‘vestigial’ in Drosophila results from an incomplete 
development of the wing. 

In addition, it soon appeared that most new mutations 
were not only recessive but were to a greater or lesser extent 
deleterious, either through the inadequacy of the visible 
character produced, or through a lowering of genera vigour 
or variability. We should indeed expect most mutations to e 
deleterious: in a deUcately adjusted system of interacting parts 
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such as the hereditary constitution, most changes are likely to 
be for the worse unless compensated. Further, it was discovered 
that the majority of mutations recur repeatedly. 

On the basis of these facts, R, A. Fisher from 1928 onwards 
developed his theory that dominance is usually not given in 
the nature of things, but has been evolved (through the selection 
of modifying genes) as an adaptation. It is an adaptation with 
a double function, the short-term one of shielding the species 
against the immediate harmful effects of most mutations, and 
the long-term one of enabling it to keep in its constitution a 
store of recessives, some of which may later be made useful 
through adjustment by modifying genes. Since then, conclusive 
evidence has accumulated from many quarters in favour of 
this general thesis that most dominance is ‘made, not born’, 
and has been evolved as an adaptation, though other mech- 
anisms besides that suggested by Fisher may be operative. 
Thus facts which were originally cited as evidence against the 
selectionist position now turn out to be themselves the result 
of Natural Selection. 

Of recent years, Goldschmidt has revived the essentials of 
de Vries’ mutation theory in a new form. He divides evolution 
into two categories. The first he calls micro-evolution, involving 
small changes only and resulting in no more than subspecific 
novelty— the production of what Darwin called varieties. The 
formation of new species, and a fortiori all major evolutionary 
changes such as the origination of some radically new type 
(e.g., flat fishes from ordinary fish), he styles macro-evolution, 
a process which, he considers, operates by a different mechanism. 
The small changes of micro-evolution he ascribes to the ordinary 
point-mutations or alterations in single genes, while the large 
chang^ of macro-evolution are put down to what he calls 
systemic mutations— radical rearrangements of the general 
pattern of the hereditary constitution, resulting in a quite new 
type of reaction-system. 

It is true that recent work has shown that many apparent 
mutations are not the result of alterations within a single gene 
but of rearrangements of bits of the chromosomes after breakage 
inversions, when a piece is reversed end-to-end within one 
chromosome; translocations, when bits of two chromosomes 
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cha*gc places; and so on. As a result, the genes adjaceit to 
the breaks come to have new neighbours, and their interaction 
with these new neighbours may alter their own mode of action 
and the characters they produce. Such results arc summed up 
under the term ‘position-effect’. 

These position-effects, however, arc normally indistinguish- 
able in type and scale from the effects of single-gene mutations; 
further, there is no evidence for the existence of radical rearrange- 
ments with the large effects such as Goldschmidt assumes; 
finally, there is plenty of evidence that small genetic changes 
(including position-effects as well as point-mutations) can 
actually be accumulated to produce new species. 

But while the great majority of biologists have rejected 
Goldschmidt’s views on the necessity of large ‘systemic’ muta- 
tions for macro-evolution, one category of large-scale ‘jumps’ 
in evolution remains (though it occurs almost exclusively in 
plants). This depends on the addition or subtraction of whole 
chromosomes, or of whole genomts or unit outfits of chromo- 
somes. The simplest ty^pe of such large-scale mutation is known 
as autopolyploidy— the addition of one or more whole genomes 
to the normal set, which may take place by a number of 
different methods. The two commonest results are, firstly, the 
formation of triploid plants with three single sets or packs of 
chromosomes instead of the two normal for ordinary diploids, 
(in genetic shorthand, 3n instead of 2n chromosomes) , and 
secondly, that of tetraploids with 40, or double the normal 
complement. Such polyploids may be not merely viable, but 
often larger and more resistant to extremes of temperature or 
drought than the original 2n types. When so, they have often 
given rise to new forms in nature, which have spread much 
more widely than their ancestral diploids. The process may be 
repeated, so that 6n, 8n, i2n and higher polyploids may 


^'^^Triploids are inevitably sterile, but can maintain themselvM 
if the plant is capable of asexual reproduction. Since tetraploids 

initiaUy always show some reduction “f 

of asexual reproduction is almost necessary for them also, but 

te appHes Ly to the early stages of 

existence. Their reproduction can be adjusted later, y 
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natural selection of the most fertile individuals, which will 
result in a new complex of genes concerned with promoting 
fertility. 

A more spectacular form of tetraploidy is that known as 
allotetraploidy, in which two different parent species are 
involved. In plants, crosses between ‘good’ species are not 
infrequent, and the hybrid is often vigorous— sometimes more 
so than both parents — and also pre-adapted to slightly different 
conditions from those of either parent species. But it is invariably 
either sterile or else quite inconstant in type. 

Sometimes, however, owing to accidents in the process of 
nuclear division, the entire hybrid complement of chromosomes 
is doubled, and tetraploid plants are produced. These 40 
types now have two sets of chromosomes from each of the 
parent species, and these can then pair with each other before 
the formation of pollen and ova, so that viable gametes and 
fertile reproduction are now assured. 

In this way, new species may be produced at a single bound, 
although minor adjustments, especially of reproductive mech- 
anism, may remain to be made later by selection. Among the 
numerous examples known in nature, we may mention the 
rice-grass Spartina townsendii, a recent hybrid, which is pre- 
adapted to a new habitat, being able to colonize bare tidal 
mud below the level to which its parents can penetrate; and 
also the hemp-nettle Galeopsis tetrahit, which has been artificially 
re-synthesized by crossing two other wild species. 

Space does not permit discussion of the cases where single 
chromosomes or small groups of chromosomes have been added 
or subtracted. Suffice it to say that the former are not infrequent 
in already polyploid forms; while the latter method seems to 
have been employed in the origin of certain quite large groups, 
such as the whole Pomoideae section of the order Rosaceae — the 
apples, pears, medlars, and their relatives. 

Although such large and sudden effects (which would have 
distressed the pure gradualists of the Weismann school!) have 
thus played a definite part in evolution, that part is almost 
whoUy confined to plants, and even in them is a minor one and 
one which also requires adjustment and polish through subse- 
quent selection. The great bulk of the raw material for evolution 
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consists of small mutations, and the great bulk of actual 
evolutionary change is gradual. 

Furthermore, the major agency of evolutionary change is 
selection. The concept of Lamarckism, or the inheritance of 
the effects of use and disuse and of the direct effects of the 
conditions of life, appears now to be definitely exploded. For 
one thing, all the experiments claiming to prove its existence 
have been either disproved, or failed to be confirmed, or 
alternative explanations have been shown to be preferable. 
For another, there is a great bulk of evidence, both indirect 
and circumstantial, and direct and experimental, showing that 
Lamarckism does not operate in a very large number of cases. 
And finally there is a theoretical objection based on the recent 
development of mathematical genetics. Mathematical analysis 
demonstrates that a new variation giving even o.i per cent, of 
biological advantage — in other words, securing that on an 
average a thousand and one of its possessors should survive as 
against a thousand without it — would spread quite rapidly 
through a population; and one with an advantage of i per cent, 
would spread very rapidly. Now, some believers in the inherit- 
ance of acquired characters, in order to explain the non- 
appearance of Lamarckian effects in the course of laboratory 
experiments, claim that these effects are so small that they 
require to accumulate for many generations before they can 
be detected. 

However, it can now be asserted with certainty that, even 
if such small effects did occur, then if they were biologically 
advantageous, mutation and selection would be more efficacious 
and would produce a similar result but by non-Lamarckian 
methods ; whereas if they were even slightly deleterious, counter- 
selection would completely override them. Thus, even if 
Lamarckian inheritance were a fact, evolution would still be 
non-Lamarckian. 

Similar reasoning applies to the theory of orthogenesis. 
Orthogenesis, in the strict sense of the term, denotes a mysterious 
‘inherent tendency’ to vary and evolve steadily in one direction. 
This has been often invoked to explain the observed fact that 
evolution, as revealed by fossils, frequently pursues a straight 
course for tens of millions of years. However, first of all there 
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is no evidence of mutation which is restricted to one or a few 
main directions in preference to others. Secondly, unless 
mutation were to occur simultaneously in all individuals of a 
species, which is contrary to all our knowledge, it would not 
have an orthogenetic effect; for otherwise, as can readily be 
calculated mathematically, the speed of favourable mutations 
would still be due to selection, not to the frequency of mutation ; 
and unfavourable mutations would be prevented from spreading 
by counter-selection, except in cases of mutation-rates far higher 
than any yet observed in nature. 

To which we may add that (apart from a few puzzhng but 
isolated cases) straight-line evolution, as actually revealed by 
fossils in most groups, can be perfectly well interpreted on the 
basis of mutation and selection. Further, such straight-line 
evolution is not universal, but there are cases where evolution 
changes its direction; these obviously cannot be explained by 
the theory of orthogenesis, but fit perfectly well into a Darwinian 
scheme. For example, the elephant stock began by an elongation 
of the jaws: later, however, the direction of evolution changed 
and the jaws were exceedingly shortened, while the trunk 
became elongated. 

Thus, while all the alternative methods of evolution — by 
large mutation, by Lamarckian change, or by orthogenesis — 
have been either disproved or shown to be of quite subsidiary 
importance, the darwinian principle of Natural Selection of 
some among a random supply of small inherited variations has 
not merely been confirmed, but has been much strengthened 
by the development of neo-mendelian fact and theory. 

It remains to discuss a few fallacies which, though repeatedly 
exposed, continue to be advanced as objections to Darwinism. 
Let us take first the assertion that selection is essentially de- 
structive, and not creative. This, though it has been made in 
the fairly recent past by such eminent biologists as Morgan 
and Hogben, is simply untrue. Selection is destructive in 
the sense that it eliminates the unfavourable; but equally it 
is creative in that it preserves the favourable. Without selection, 
evolutionary novelty could not be produced, and neither 
elaborate adaptation nor long-continued straight-line evolution 
towards higher specialization could occur. 
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Another version of the same argument is that selection can 
preserve and stabilize, but cannot produce ‘adaptive’ novelty. 
This again is simply untrue. Certainly there does exist what 
Schmalhausen calls ‘stabilizing selection’, but it will operate 
only in certain conditions; in other conditions selection will 
operate against stability. Natural Selection is thus an extremely 
flexible mechanism, capable within limits of producing either 
stabihty or change according to which is biologically desirable. 

Again, as R. A. Fisher has paradoxically but pithily said, 
selection provides a mechanism for generating a high degree of 
improbability. This fact does away with another anti-darwinian 
argument — that the random and automatic processes of muta- 
tion and selection could never produce complex adaptive 
results such as the human eye, the wing of birds, or the mimicry 
of various butterflies. Indeed we can now retort that the more 
complex and apparently ‘incredible’ the adaptation, the more 
it demonstrates the efficacy of selection. 

Then there is the objection that selection cannot be opera- 
tive because in many animals and plants the great bulk of the 
mortality is non-selective — the seeds that fail to germinate, 
the marine larvae that are gulped down in millions by fish or 
non-selective with reference to the adults, as in butterflies, 
where most elimination takes place during the caterpillar stage. 
However, this does not mean that the characters of the adults 
cannot be adaptive. Even if 99 per cent, die young, whether 
selectively or not, selection still cannot help acting on the i per 
cent, of adults. If a certain colouration or other character 
enables its possessors to reproduce shghtly more often than 
those without it, there we have an effect of National Selection. 
The whole argument is illogical; the fact that some mor- 
tahty is non-selective does not prevent the rest from being 
selective. 

There is also an old fallacy which asserts that because 
animals are not all the time fighting or actively preventing 
each other from obtaining food or mates, therefore Darwin s 
‘struggle for existence’ does not itself exist. This is a purely 
verbal objection; those who advance it have forgotten that the 
term ‘struggle’ is used in a purely metaphorical sense. AU that 
is implied by the phrase ‘success in the struggle for existence 
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is differential survival of one or other type over the generations. 
Indeed, Darwin himself once wrote ^at it might have been 
preferable if he had used the term struggle for reproduction instead 
of struggle for existence. 

If a hundred animals or plants of one type survive as against 
ninety-nine of another, then the selective struggle is still opera- 
tive, whether the extra survival result from active struggle 
between individuals of the same species, from success in preying 
on other species, from extra vigour, protective coloration, or 
special reproductive success. What matters is merely that more 
of one type survive. 

Of recent years there have been numerous experimental 
confirmations of the operation of selection, besides a still larger 
number of natural examples which illustrate selective effects; 
and they, together with modern mathematical analysis, have 
finally given us, not merely the proof of the overriding import- 
ance of natural selection, but a highly developed theory of 
Darwinism. With this, Darwinism has in the space of two or 
three decades risen from a non-quantitative working hypothesis 
to become the most advanced scientific discipline in general 
biology, one where, as in physics, high quantitative accuracy 
is possible, where calculation can predict results to be later 
verified by experiment, and where pure theory can suggest 
profitable lines of practical advance. Once more, but now on a 
higher level of scientific precision, we can employ the mixture 
of induction and deduction so successfully used by Darwin 
himself. 

To-day, we have come to realize the universality and the 
immense power of Natural Selection. Selection may be tem- 
porarily relaxed, as in favourable periods which allow excessive 
over-multiplication of rodents and other animals; and when 
this is so variability is increased, and abnormalities often appear 
which could not maintain themselves under normal intensities 
of selection. But apart from such occasional relaxations, selec- 
tion is omnipresent. And if not omnipotent it is immensely 
powerful. It provides both the driving force and the directive 
gmdance for evolutionary change. 

Selection is also flexible in its operation and varied in its 
nature. There are various kinds of selection — selection bv the 
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inorganic environment, extra-specific selection involving com- 
petition between species, intra-specific selection between corn- 
competitors of the same species, intra-sexual selection between 
competitors of the same species and sex, pre-natal intra-uterine 
selection between individuals of the same litter. Intra-specific 
selection may produce immense prodigality, as in the vast 
amount of poUen in wind-pollinated trees like pines; further, 
many of its results may be useless to the species as a whole in 
its struggle for existence, hke the incredible cryptic resemblance 
of the butterfly KaUima to a dead leaf. 

I will give two examples of the great difference between the 
results of different kinds of selection. It is not for nothing that 
intra-sexual selection has given the world the most beautiful 
as well as the most bizarre manifestations of life. In this acute 
form of intra-specific selection, competition between rival males 
may achieve results which are of great advantage to one indi- 
vidual male as against another, in securing its successful repro- 
duction, but are of no significance for the species as a whole. 
Indeed, this type of selection may even produce characters 
which are somewhat harmful to the species in the struggle for 
existence, for instance, the enormous tail of the male peacock, 
or the hypertrophied wings of the Argus Pheasant, which make 
their flight extremely clumsy. 

As a second example we may take what has been called 
intra-uterine selection. In such mammals as produce many 
young at a time, there is a pre-natal selection between members 
of each litter, those which are less vigorous and develop more 
slowly usually dying before birth. In this way, a higher speed 
of pre-natal development is evolved, and this normally extends 
also into growth after birth. 

Now one of the chief characters by which man differs from 
lower mammals, and to which he owes his biological success, 
is his extreme slowness of post-natal development, permitting 
a long period of education and the acquisition of necessary 
experience before he is launched into the full struggle for success. 
It is interesting to reflect that this very slow development could 
not have been evolved except in a group like the monkeys, in 
which only one young is produced at a time. Mental powers 
like those of man could never have evolved in a group like the 
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rodents or the carnivores, where pre-natal competition produces 
very rapid development. 

Natural Selection is a mechanism for introducing apparent 
purpose into evolution. After Darwin, it was no longer neces- 
sary to deduce the existence of divine purpose from the facts 
of biological adaptation. Instead of conscious purpose we can 
now say adaptive function, and the old theological teleology can 
be replaced by a scientific pseudo-teleology. 

Perhaps most remarkable of all, Natural Selection is able 
to accomplish simultaneously two apparently contradictory 
results — it can both discourage and encourage change. It can 
and does preserve simple and primitive groups, while also 
producing evolutionary novelty in the shape of more complex 
and more varied types, according to the conditions. 

In new types, selection will promote specialization. Once 
a type has arisen with an incipient adaptation to a particular 
mode of life, selection will normally continue to push this 
adaptation further. Thus the original members of the horse 
family showed slight adaptations to quicker running and better 
chewing of vegetable food. F urther selection led to specialization 
of this tendency — to increase of size, longer legs with fewer 
toes, hoofs, and more complicated grinding teeth. Finally, 
however, it was impossible to go further — greater size would be 
clumsy; one cannot reduce the number of toes below one per 
foot; greater complexity of tooth-pattern would decrease their 
efficiency as grindstones. The straight-line evolution then comes 
to an end, and from now on selection acts to stabilize the 
perfected type. 

Further, while most evolutionary novelties will thus be 
merely one-sided specializations, destined inevitably to come 
to an evolutionary dead end, selection can also produce true 
progress, which comprises not only all-round advance but also 
the possibility of still further advance in the future. 

In conclusion, we have the glorious paradox that this 
purposeless mechanism, after a thousand million years of its 
blind and automatic operations, has finally generated purpose 
—as one of the attributes of our own species. And in so doing 
it has superseded itself. Natural Selection still operates in 
human affairs, but to a subsidiary and a decreasing extent. 
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With the advent of man, major evolutionary change is and will 
continue to be mediated mainly through a social, not through 
a biological mechanism. ° 

Thus Darwin’s idea, in the short space of under a century 
has become the central principle of general biology and the main 
key for unlocking the detailed secrets and the major problem of 
life— its evolution. We may weU speak of the Vindication of 
Danvinism. 
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I 

ETHICAL MECHANISMS, INDIVIDUAL AND SOCIAL 

In the light of my historical introduction (pp. i to 32), 
brief and incomplete as it is, and of the inner adjustment of 
thought which always follows on any first attempt at formula- 
tion, in what follows I will attempt to re-state the problem as 
I see it to-day. 

Like every other human characteristic, our ethics, and its 
concrete manifestation in the shape of our morahty, has its 
inner and outer components. The first main internal com- 
ponent is the capacity to experience acts or ideas as right or 
wrong, good or evil — to feel the sense of rightness or wrongness’ 
And the second is the craving for certitude in respect of such 
feelings. These are given from within, by the nature of the 
human mind. But even so, they are not completely determined 
by genetics, like the colour of our hair. In particular, the 
development of an adequately intense capacity to feel rightness 
and wrongness — what is traditionally called a healthy con- 
science — seems to depend on the existence in the child, during 
a critical period of its early years, of an intimate and profound 
ambivalent emotion towards its mother or some other human 
being. Without this primordial conflict between love and hate, 
the feehng of guilt which is at the basis of the moral sense will 
not reach the threshold-value needed for the formation of the 
crude forerunner of the adult conscience, the proto-ethical 
mechanism, any more than a plant can form chlorophyll in the 
absence of fight. 

In addition to this general capacity to produce a primitive 
moral sense, the internal components help to confer variability 
upon human ethics. This is because inherited mental and 
emotional predispositions difier from one individual to another. 
Some human beings are extroverted, concerned primarily 
with concrete actions and relations with other human beings; 
others introverted, obsessed by the need to construct a coherent 
inner system of thought and feeling. Some arc prone to pile 
up an excessive charge of infantile guilt, while in others the 
load tends to be inadequate to activate the moral machinery 
properly. And difierent external conditions will give greater 
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scope for one or other of these different moral types. 

Equally important are the external components of morality 
and ethics. Certain of these are given in the facts of nature, 
such as storm and earthquake, famine and disease, birth, sex, 
and death. The effects of these upon morality, however, will 
vary \vith the stage and type of human civilization. Thus 
epidemics and other diseases and disorders are to-day con- 
sidered as preventable accidents. But in pre-scientific ages 
they were looked on as a divine scourge for human wickedness.^ 
In regard to them ethics has shifted its focus from an emphasis 
on the general moral duty of righteous living to the specific 
moral duty of seeing that they do not occur. Again, sexual mor- 
ality cannot but be affected by such external factors as the 
knowledge of effective birth-control or the existence of wide- 
spread venereal disease. 

Another external component of ethics is provided by the 
current moral standards and practice of the society into which 
the individual is bom. Indeed, many writers assert or imply 
that these are the essentials of ethics. In thus neglecting the 
share of the internal components, they rob ethics of its specific 
character — the emotive force of felt rightness and wrongness— 
which springs direcdy from the nature of that main internal 
factor, ^e psychological organ developed in the early life of 
each human being, in the shape of the proto-ethical mechanism. 

What is more, they deny, either explicitly or by implication, 
the possibility of finding any more comprehensive external 
component for ethics than that of a particular society, and 
therefore any universal or general ethical standards. 

However, before discussing this last point, we must pursue 
a little further this subject of the moral framework of society 
by which the developing boy or girl finds himself surrounded 
and, if he \vishes it, supported. For there is, of course, no 


1 cf Deuteronomy 28: ‘But it shall come to pass, if thou wilt not hearken 
unto the voice of the Lord thy God, to observe to do his commandments and 
his statutes . . . that all these curses shall come upon thee. . . . The Lord 
shall smite thee \v’ith a consumption and with a fever, and wth an «*tre®e 
burnine, and with the sword, and with blasting, and with mildew; and they 
shall pursue thee until they perish. And thy heaven that is over thy h«d ^haU 
be brass, and the earth that is under thee shall be iron . . . The Lord ivdl 
smite thee with the botch of Egypt, and wth the emerods 
and with the itch, whereof thou canst not be healed. The Lord shall smite thee 
with madness, and blindness, and astonishment of heart . . . etcetera. 
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question but that current moral codes and systems do have a 
decisive effect on individual ethics. In the majority of cases the 
individual merely accepts the circumambient social ethics. 
But it should be noted that if he does so without much question, 
he will almost inevitably regard any deviation from it as evil, 
mistaken, or foolish — in any case, as somehow bad; this is a 
consequence of the way our ethical mechanism works. An 
enquiring minority will question the validity of current ethical 
assumptions. Some will find their validity confirmed, and will 
become vigorous champions of the established moral order 
against any alteration. Others will fail to do so; if they do not 
lapse into a moral cynicism, they will for the most part react 
against the established order by crusading for some ‘new 
morality’, whose liberties and restraints will in general be 
found to be diametrically opposed to those of the old. 

The most important point for us here, however, is the 
realization that moral systems are bound to change with 
change in social systems. The most obvious example of this 
concerns slavery. I have touched on this in my lecture, as 
illustrating the way in which general ethical principles can 
be frmtfuUy applied in practice only when material and social 
conditions permit. Here it may be further pointed out that in 
the absence of the appropriate material and social conditions, 
the relevant general ethical principles may even remain un- 
formulated, or at least unformulated in such a way as to bear 
on the problems at issue. Thus nowhere in the New Testament 
do we find either Jesus or Paul or anyone else denouncing 
slavery as such. Slavery is taken for granted as an inevitable 
fact of human existence, and the general ethical principle of 
respect for the individual is stated in such a way that it appHes 
only in the religious sphere. ‘There is neither Jew nor Greek 
Aere is neither bond nor free, there is neither male nor female* 
for ye are all one in Christ Jesus’— a magnificent formulation 
of the umversahst pnnciple of the intrinsic spiritual importance 
ot human beings as such, and of their equality before God but 
wth no relevance in the social sphere, where the inequality 
of Aeir treatment is accepted. Indeed, in the Epistle to the 
Ephesiam Paul pes fiirther in his adjuration to ‘servants’ 
(which here imphe. slaves, being indeed a mistranslation of 
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S^Xoi) and to their masters: — ‘Servants, be obedient to 
them that are your masters according to the flesh, with fear 
and trembhng, in singleness of heart, as unto Christ. . . . And 
ye, masters, do the same things unto them, forbearing threaten- 
ing: knowing that your Master also is in heaven; neither is 
there respect of persons with him.’ 

For the early Christian moralist, the evils of slavery were 
to be mitigated in the sphere of personal behaviour as 
betw^een slave and master, and in the spiritual relationship 
between both and God; as a social institution, it was to be 
not merely accepted but supported.^ 

Another example confronts us today. The dropping of the 
two atomic bombs on Japan has initiated a drastic change in 
our ethical systems. The secret of atomic energy has suddenly 
been put into our human hands; and this fact has forced 
upon us a hasty revaluation of many of our ethical principles 
and their concrete application. The ultimate effect may be 
that man shall embark on a new industrial revolution, com- 
pared to which the old was a mere flea-bite. This will bring 
its own ethical problems, many of them unpredictable, but 
some doubtless concerned \vith the value and the utilization 
of the world’s new leisure, others with the provision of a 
firmer ethical assurance of the ends for which the overpowering 
new means are employed. But the immediate result of the 
discovery is that civilization, for the first time in its history, 
has the possibiUty of destroying itself, root and branch, 
thoroughly— or of pursuing its course over-shadowed and dis- 


torted by fear. , , ^ . j 

The atomic bomb has thus brought to a head the trend 

towards the contraction of our world. Communications have 
been improving so that events everywhere, even m the economic 
sphere, are interlocked with each other, though up till now 
the interlocking has resulted in more of entanglement and 
dislocation than in co-ordinated improvement or joint action 
for the general good: the separate regions of the world have 
for the first time in history, shrunk pohticaUy into a sing 
unit though so far not an orderly but a chaotic one. an 

. Cf. also th= 

L" losThc has incurred through the slave’s action. 
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now the atomic bomb hangs with equal grimness over all 
parts of this infant commonwealth of man. 

Human civilization has already been given a moral 
precept: nations must combine if man \vishes truly to achieve 
the good. Today, that moral precept is reinforced by a moral 
threat, as the precepts of Christianity were reinforced by the 
moral threat of eternal damnation. The threat of the atomic 
bomb is simple — unite or perish. 

So far I have spoken almost wholly of such external com- 
ponents of an ethics as change with the changing times. But 
there are others which are more lasting and may indeed be 
considered permanent. I say permanent and not eternal, 
for there appears to be no ground for believing that there 
exists any abstract good or eternal moral standard, apart 
from particular human beings and human societies. But 
some standards are permanent, in the sense that they will 
remain for as long as we can foresee, provided that human 
individuals and human societies continue to be of the same 
general type. I introduce this last caveat, for if humanity 
should ever embark on a eugenic policy designed to produce 
a specialized caste society as in social insects, then, as my 
brother Aldous set forth in his Brave Mew World, general moral 
standards of quite a new sort would inevitably be required. 
However, as we shall see later, to do so would violate other, 
still more general, external moral standards. 

These permanent standards deriving from the nature of 
human society as we know it are those which proclaim the 
primacy of the individual over the State or any other social 
organization, and assert that, since the developed human 
individual is the highest product of evolution, therefore there 
must be equality of opportunity for human development. I 
have dealt with this subject in the body of my lecture, and 
need not return to it here in any detail. I will only emphasize 
Aat the primacy of the indi\idual over the State, far from 
implying selfish development or development at the expense 
of others, has as its corollaries tolerance, the duty not to use 
othm only or primarily as means, and the equality of all 
individuals in respect of certain important opportunities. 
These corollaries have been formulated as the so-called Rights 
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of Man. If wc use the word Rights as denoting what it is 
right for man to strive for, there is no quarrel with it; unfor- 
tunately it is usually employed to mean something that men 
have a mysterious prescriptive right to claim. 

The specific content of these Rights of Man has varied in 
the brief space of time (brief by evolutionary measurements) 
during which attempts have been made to formulate them. 
It is Ukely to continue to vary somewhat in the future with 
changes in social and economic structure; but the variation 
will tend to be restricted to points which are essentially details, 
however important, while the general principles will become 
clearer and more assured as we come to understand more 
adequately the nature of the social process. 

I say social process, not society; for we are beginning to 
grasp that societies, hke the individuals which compose them, 
and like life in general, have a time-dimension. They are 
processes, and their direction in time is as important a part 
of their nature as their organization at any particular time. 

This brings me to my last, most general and permanent, 
and most external of aU the external components of ethics— 
those derived from biological and social evolution. This 
thesis, too, I have developed at length in my lecture. Here I 
will only touch on a couple of points. The most important 
is that biological progress exists as a fact of nature external to 
man, and that it consists basically of three factors— increase 
in control over the environment, increase in independence 
of the environment, and the capacity to continue further 
evolution in the same progressive direction. A further factor 
is an increase in capacity to experience reaUty— both outer 
and inner reahty, in the shape of both knowledge and emotion: 
and this is not merely a steady increase, hke those in control 
and independence, but an increasing increase or acceleration; 
and finally is not merely a quantitative process but in some 
sense a quahtative one, since it leads to the emergence of 
consciousness as a major factor both in individual life and in 
evolution. Whatever mental (or ‘mentoid’ — mind-hke) pro- 
cesses may exist in plants and lower animals, they are assuredly 
not a major factor there; but equally assuredly they have become 
a major factor in higher vertebrates, and in man the major factor. 
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The paradox then arises that, \vdth the fuller development 
of man’s mental faculties, certain experiences come to have 
high intrinsic value— such as intellectual insight, falling in love, 
high cesthetic pleasure, mystical fulfilment, and so on. These 
become ends in themselves, apparently irrespective of the 
continuing cosmic process of evolution. I have already touched 
on the apparent contradictions between these two types of 
ends, those involved in a temporal process and those that 
are essentially ‘out of time’ — the Marthas and the Marys 
among our ends. Here I will only add that the reconciha- 
tion of these opposites can be effected in practice, and if it is 
not effected, the personality becomes one-sided and either 
consciously or umvittingly inferior to one in which the two are 
balanced. From another angle, the man who devotes himself 
too exclusively to the pursuit of these satisfying experiences is 
guilty of a selfishness which is no less blameworthy for operating 
on a higher plane than usual ; while he who devotes himself too 
exclusively to the practical task of furthering human progress 
is guilty of neglecting the development of the most precious 
thing in the universe, human individuality, in the shape of the 
only individuahty which is his to develop — his own. 

This brings me to my third point — namely, that in pre- 
human evolution one mark of progress is a ruse in individu- 
ality. In early stages this can better be described as increase 
in physical indi\fiduation. Many plants, poly'ps, corals, and 
worms, exhibit but the barest beginning of individuation, and 
in some cases (as in the meandrine corals) the clear-cut indi- 
viduals found in ancestral types are wholly lost in later evolu- 
tion. Later, however, sharp physical individuation became 
established as an indispensable basis for future progress, in the 
early stages of all the three highest animal phyla — the molluscs, 
the arthropods, and the vertebrates. And from then on, pro- 
cess was marked by an increase in the quahty and level of the 
individuahty attained, which in its turn depended largely and 
increasingly upon increase in brain organization. Individu- 
ahty is thus both a prerequisite for progress and also that type of 
organization in which progress is made manifest; and biological 
evolution here again gives us gmdance and encouragement 
concerning the direction and methods of human progress. 
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I find that Professor Sinnott of Yale has, quite indcpcH- 
dcntly, drawn very similar conclusions. Thus, after pointing 
out that in the human species natural selection has become of 
secondary importance, and that ‘real advance is now on quite 
another and more active front — the acquisition and transmis- 
sion of wisdom and experience’^, he righdy insists that we can 
and must still obtain guidance as to our own progress from 
studying the conditions of progress in the biological past: 
‘My point is that in this new and vastly difficult problem 
which confronts us we shall succeed only so far as the systems 
which we frame are still in harmony with . . . evolutionary 
history. The foundations upon which we build may have been 
laid in blood, but we can raise on them a noble edifice’. 

Sinnott also stresses the paramountcy of the individual. 
‘There is’, he says, ‘another respect in which democracy is 
anchored deeply in man’s physical nature— his individuality. 
Through all the centuries, the measure of his advance has been 
the growing definition and significance obtained by men as 
individuals; and in those nations which have been most free, 
this gain was greatest. ... We must remember what so many 
now forget, that persons are of greater worth than any systems 
which they may compose. In this conclusion we may be assured 
and comforted by the great fact that protoplasm comes not at 
wholesale but in individual packages, and that, throughout 
the vast pageant of evolution, its organising force has fashioned 
hving systems of ever greater and more exquisite complexity 
till man himself appeared. The infinite variety of man is not 
expressed in populations but in personalities’. 

Finally, Sinnott develops very effectively some of the impli- 
cations of man’s genetic variety. He points out that ‘through 
all the course of evolution, [long-term] advantage still has 
been with species which were variable, and thus produced a 
wealth of different types for the great proving-ground of evolu- 
tionary competition. With such a premium on variabifity, it 
is not strange that mechanisms have been established which 
ensure its maintenance’— namely, mutations of various sorte, 
and recombination. If he does not particularly stress the 

» Sinnott, E. W., Thi Biological Basis of Democracy. Yale Rev., 35= 6i-73 

(1945)- 
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unusual and indeed unique extent of variability in our own 
species, he says well that ‘the plain fact is — and let us thank 
Heaven for it — that the basis of our divinity is sunk deep in the 
constitution of living stuff itself. . . . Human divinity, a 
stumbling-block for dictators, is the basis of democracy; for 
only when each member of a society is free to develop his 
native gifts to the utmost will that society reach its highest 
efficiency, and its members their deepest satisfaction’. And 
he points out that this genetic diversity affords a ‘biological 
argument (which) can strongly reinforce and justify that high 
desire for freedom which we feel’. When asked to justify our 
longing for hberty we fall back all too readily on some instinc- 
tive desire for freedom. But ‘the answer goes far deeper even 
than instinct. It lies in the very architecture of our chromo- 
somes, in protoplasmic mechanisms which ensure that each of 
us is different from his fellows’. 

Needham, in his History is on Our Side (1946), also stresses 
the reahty of evolutionary progress, and the fact that human 
evolution depends on social mechanisms quite different from 
those operating in biological evolution. 

Here I should also like to quote from a very recent article 
by another of the few professional biologists who have tried to 
see not only the social impUcations of biological evolution, but 
the evolutionary implications of human social organization, 
C. H. Waddington.^ Waddington, after pointing out that man 
‘has invented a new mechanism of heredity— the transmission 
of civilization to his descendants by writing, teaching, artistic 
creation; all the techniques which have been made possible by 
conceptual thought and language’, stresses the vital but often 
unrealized fact that, as a result of this, a new method of 
evolution has been initiated. ‘The essential feature of human 
evolution is, then, that it is a process dependent on Man’s 
social life, which alone makes possible this new substitute for 
normal heredity. . . . Man’s evolution is, in a very important 
way, different in kind from that of other animals’. 

Waddington abo supports the idea that human progress 
has occurred, that it is still possible, and possible to an unpre- 

‘Waddington, C. H., Human Ideals and Human Progress. World Review 
29-36. August, 1946. ivcvicw, 

O 
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dictable degree, and that it must be related to the biological 
progress that has occurred during animal evolution. In the 
last few decades, as he says, ‘Progress became to the intellec- 
tuals and the bourgeoisie a word of which to be afraid, a subject 
for sneers and superior smiles. For the Nazis it was the openly- 
avowed enemy. . . . These are sentimental reactions. The 
reality, the nature and the direction of human evolution are too 
important to be dismissed in a fit of pique at the misfortunes 
of a few decades out of all Man’s long history’. As to the 
guidance to be derived from a study of biological progress, ‘the 
whole evolution of animal life on the earth shows a general 


tendency for the increase of these two things; the richness of 
individual experience and, in the late stages of Evolution, the 
development of Society. If we look at the broad outline of 
human history, it is obvious that Man has been enormously 
successful in carrying forward these trends’. 

To Waddington’s interesting analysis of the relation be- 
tween these two trends, and its relevance for our problem, I 
shall return. Here let me quote something of what he has to 
say on ethics. First, as to ethical origins. ^ ‘Long before a baby 
can speak it is involved in social relations wth its parents, 
nurse, or other members of the family. It begins to pick up the 
essential paradox on which human social life is founded the 
lesson that the enrichment of the individual personality 
depends on the existence and enrichment of society, arid that 
this in turn demands a certain sacrifice of one’s o\v^ individual 
desires in order not to infringe too much on the indmduahty 
of others’. As Waddington, as well as myself, has set forth in 
detail elsewhere, this adjustment is in the first instance made by 
means of the crude mechanism of psychological repression. 
Further, ‘In our earlier years we cannot, of course, formi^te 
clearly and straightforwardly the lessons we learn. ... ur 
ethical beUefs, therefore, tend even in later life to appear as a 

somewhat uncoordinated jumble of very strong, 

conflicting origins’; and he continues as foltows: ’ 

„e look at their origin we see that essentially then tohon is 
to enable society to persist’ {a conclusion which I “ 

to extend) by adding that the best ethics are those which 
addition enable society to progress. 
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Here wc are back again at what is, after all, only an exten- 
sion of the Marxist formulation of ethics. It is true that the 
Marxists assert that morality is an organ of one class within 
society, while Waddington would make it an organ of society 
as a whole; but in both cases it is regarded merely as a social 
organ, whose function is to secure the persistence and success 
of a social group. On the contrary, I would maintain that 
morality has also an individual function, negatively in hberating 
the individual from some at least of his load of guilt, and 
positively in guiding him towards what the Bible calls righteous- 
ness-ethical fulfilment, the achievement of moral nobility of 
personality, the sense of oneness with something beyond and 
larger than ourselves, which is itself either moral or transcends 
and includes morality. 

Here let me interrupt the thread of my argument a moment 
to present some evidence from quite another quarter — namely, 
from that modern ‘prophetic’ theology of which the chief 
proponent is Reinhold Niebuhr. Niebuhr sets out from the 
presupposition that the scientific approach cannot give an ade- 
quate account of ethics ; yet, though he employs the language 
of theology and not of science, he is in point of fact, largely 
scientific in his own approach, since he is not content with any 
a priori system, but is constantly referring back to facts — in this 
case the facts of man’s spiritual nature and his ethical 
experience. 

Niebuhr’s central contention is that both the over-pessimis- 
tic attitude of ‘orthodox Christianity’ and the over-optimistic 
attitude of ‘liberal Christianity’ towards sin on the one hand 
and the possibility of human perfection on the other, are 
wrong because one-sided. The one leads to a neglect of this 
world for the next, and tends to turn the Church into ‘a 
support for traditional and historic injustice’ ; the other leads 
to an unscientific utopianism which is bound to be dis- 
appointed, and tends ‘to discourage interest in the necessary 
mechanism of social justice at the precise moment in human 
history when the development of a technical civilization 
required more than ever that social ideas be implemented with 
economic and political techniques. . . 

The two must be combined in what at first sight appears 
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to be an impossible reconciliation. Indeed, Niebuhr himself 
used the phrase ‘impossible possibility’ to denote his position. 
What he means is that man is at one and the same time finite, 
limited, imperfect and conditional, but also (through his 
capacity for abstract thought) capable of grasping the idea of 
the perfect and the unconditional, and therefore rdways 
forced to recognize an ideal beyond reality, before which his 
best efforts must inevitably fall short. 

Niebuhr is not afraid of the unfashionable word sin, and 
attacks the modernist view that sin is merely negative — ‘nothing 
but a defect, a gap, a blank, a minus quantity’. Nor does he 
fear the accusation of pessimism in drawing ‘the conclusion 
most abhorrent to the modern mood — that the possibihties of 
evil grow with the possibilities of good’. Even if man succeeds 
in creating more order and more virtue in the world, that 
increase of orderliness or cosmos itself creates increasing possi- 
bilities of disorder or chaos. Accordingly, ‘every human advance 
offers new possibilities of catastrophe. . . . The adventure of 
life is much more perilous than is assumed by those who 
imagine that human continuity is a simple guarantee of 
progressive moral achievement’. 

Again, he is constantly opposing the fact of man’s foitude 
and consequent imperfection to his quest for the infinite and 
the absolute. ‘If finiteness cannot be without guilt because it 
is mixed with freedom and stands under ideal possibilities, it 
cannot be without sin because man makes pretensions of being 
absolute in his finiteness, . . . Ideally men seek to subject 
their arbitrary and contingent existence under the domimon 
of absolute reality. But practically they always mix the fimte 
with the eternal and claim for themselves, their nation, their 
culture, or their class the centre of existence. This is the root 
of aU imperiaUsm in man. . . . Thus devotion to every trans- 
cendent value is corrupted by the effort to insert the interests 
of the self into that value.’ (Here we may recall the saying o 
Goethe, that aU action involves injustice.) . ^ . . 

Nor is Niebuhr afraid of the word love. It is for him the 
supreme virtue and value. Thus 'the ideal of equality « a 

fact of the natural law which transcends existence me 

ideal of love, on the other hand, transcends all law. ... It is 
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impossible to construct a social ethic out of the ideal of love 
in its pure form, because the ideal presupposes the resolution 
of the conflict of life wth life, which it is the concern of law 
to mitigate and restrain’. None the less, the ideal of love is 
the only foundation ‘for an ethic which enables men to give 
themselves to values actually embodied in persons and exist- 
ence, but also transcending every activity’. Similarly, ‘the law 
of love is involved in all approximations of justice, not only 
as the source of the norms of justice, but as an ultimate 
perspective by which their Umitations are discovered’. 

Finally, Niebuhr is emphatic in the need for an ethic which 
will issue in social and pohtical action as well as in resolution 
of inner conflicts or in a sense of salvation. He is on the side 
of the oppressed, and is fully aware of the dangers of an 
absolute or perfectionist morality in condoning inaction in 
the face of injustice. ‘Political problems drive pure moralists 
to despair, because in them the freedom of the spirit must 
come to terms with the contingencies of nature, . . . another 
ideal principle must be sacrificed to guarantee its partial 
realization. [But] for the Christian the love commandment 
must be made relevant to the relativities of the social struggle, 
even to hazardous and dubious relativities.’ 

Before attempting to transpose Niebuhr’s ideas into the 
terminology and the conclusions of evolutionary humanism, I 
will pass for a moment to another and very different approach 
to the ethical problem— that of the saint and mystic, as 
expounded to the western world by such men as Gerald Heard 
and my brother. ^ 

Aldous Huxley adopts ‘the ethic that places man’s final 
end in the knowledge of the immanent and transcendent 
Ground of all being’. This is the ethic of that ‘Perennial 
Philosophy’ which, as metaphysic, ‘recognizes a divine Reality 
substantial to the world of things and fives and minds’. This 
must be achieved through the ‘unitive knowledge, the state of 
“not I, but God in me”,’ which arises from love. For ‘love is 
a mode of knowledge, and when the love is sufficiently dis- 
interested and sufficiently intense, the knowledge becomes 
unitive knowledge and so takes on the quality of infallibility’. 

'Aldous Huxley, The Perennial Philosophy. London and New York, 1945. 
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He is strongly opposed to the idea of progress in time. Thus 
he speaks of those who in their ‘pride and madness, treat it 
[discursive reasoning] ... as at once the means to Progress 
and its ever-receding goal in time’. And in another passage 
he refers bitingly to progress as a modern idolatry, whose 
devotees expect that ‘after the harnessing of atomic power and 
the next revolution but three, the Kingdom of God will be added’ . 

He devotes an entire chapter (chapter 21) to this concept 
of an idolatry of progress. Modem ‘higher idolatry’ he classifies 
under three main heads. First, technological idolatry— ‘the 
most ingenuous and primitive of the three; for its devotees, 
like those of the lower idolatry, beheve that their redemption and 
liberation depend upon material objects— in this case gadgets’. 

‘Only a little less ingenuous are the political idolaters. For 
the worship of redemptive gadgets these have substituted the 
worship of redemptive social and economic organizations. 
Impose the right kind of organizations upon human beings, 
and all their problems, from sin and unhappiness to nationalism 
and war, will automatically disappear.’ 

Finally there is moral idolatry. ‘The moral idolaters are 
realists in as much as they see that gadgets and organizations 
are not enough to guarantee the triumph of virtue and the 
increase of happiness.’ But they ‘cease to be realistic and 
commit idolatry in as much as they worship, not God, but 
their own ethical ideals. . . . The idolatrous worship of ethical 
values in and for themselves defeats its own object— and deleatsit 
not only because . . . there is a lack of all-round development, 
but also and above all because even the highest forms of moral 
idolatry are God-eclipsing, and therefore guarantee the idolater 
against the enlightening and liberating knowledge of Reality’. 

I cannot discuss these arguments and points of view m 
detail, and must content myself with indicating how the truths 
contained in them can be translated or even transvalued to 
fit in with the approach I have adopted— as well as indicaung 
some omissions or errors which appear to me important. 

In the first place, Aldous Huxley distorts the issue 0 
procuress bv referring to it as inevitable^ progress. Progress is 
notlnevitable, either in the sense that it always must happen, 
or that it will happen without human effort. 
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Next, while he is certainly correct in regarding his ‘tech- 
nological and pohtical idolatries’ as errors, and indeed as 
disastrous errors, he is guilty of error himself if, as is apparently 
the case, he considers that the idea of progress is necessarily 
bound up with this sort of behef. As I have elsewhere set 
forth^ there are various progress myths as well as a scientifically 
grounded doctrine of progress. And one chief type of progress 
myth is the myth of millenary progress— the notion that the 
Golden Age is round the corner, only awaiting the abolition 
of priests or kings, or the arrival of universal suffrage or 
universal hteracy, or the imposition of some political system. 
In the light of scientific analysis, such ideas are immediately 
seen to be mere myths. But the fact that they are erroneous 
does not in the least invalidate other theories of progress. 

His ‘moral idolatry’ is in another category. Here he would 
seem to be insisting on a profound truth — namely that we 
must beware of narrowness, and of projecting our own self, with 
all its limitations, upon the universe, but must accept the universe, 
with all its vast and apparently incomprehensible drama: the 
self must learn to be humble before the larger reality of not-self. 

But to accept the experience of this vaster reality, in all its 
numinous and mysterious strength, is not necessarily to equate 
it, or anything within or behind it, with God. Here, and in 
many other parts of his commentary, Aldous Huxley seems to 
me to fall into the error against which he elsewhere warns his 
readers, of adopting an unsatisfactory terminology, and then 
(doubtless unconsciously) using it as a premiss or base from 
which to draw important conclusions. When men thought in 
theological terms, it was inevitable that they should describe 
the mystical experience of so-called ‘unitive knowledge’ as 
union with the Divine. The existence of this particular type 
of experience, with its sense of enlarged knowiedge and union 
with something beyond self, is an empirical fact. But this does 
not mean that the ‘something beyond self’ is God; to explain 
the fact as union with the Divine is, in scientific terms, only a 
preliminary hypothesis, and not in any way a proof of the 
existence of God. 

Similarly, it is obvious that these experiences come wth a 
^Tke Prerequisitis of Progriss. Unesco Lectures. Editions Fontaine, Paris, 1947. 
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sense of overpowering significance: but this does not mean 
that they reveal the one and ultimate Reality with a capital R, 
real in a different way from the reality of other experience. 
It is also obvious that such experiences confer a sense of time- 
lessness and give intimations of something relatively unchanging ; 
but this is no ground for jumping to the conclusion that what 
they reveal is actually out of time, still less ‘eternal’. Finally, 
in his zeal, he opposes the self to the not-self or more-than-self, 
in what would appear to be a far too rigorous and quite 
unjustified way.^ He also appears to emphasize the value of 
the quest for ‘unitive knowledge of reaUty’ over against that 
of striving for social progress, to a degree which seems much 
exaggerated, and for which he adduces no satisfactory 
justification. 

One final point. Aldous Huxley would seem to have lumped 
together two types of mystical experience which, in spite of 
superficial similarities, and in spite of possessing many details 
in common, are radically distinct because of a difference in 
quality. 2 Taking the extremes of the two types, the one tends 
to the destruction of the barriers of selfhood by an annihilation 
of the self, the other by its transcendence: the first operates by 
dispersal or disintegration of the self, the second by its con- 
centration or focusing upon a point that takes it beyond 
selfhood: the first aims at the absence of all desire, the second 
at the swallowing up of all partial and undesirable desires in 
one comprehensive and desirable desire. The one is thus 
essentially negative, with Nirvana as its goal, the other essen- 
tially positive, with the goal of Love. And as a matter of 
historical fact, the former has been chiefly represented in 
Indian, the latter in Christian mysticism. 

The importance of the distinction is that the two types 
have very different ethical implications, for clearly the second 
or positive t^pe can much more readily be reconciled with a 
practical ethic concerned with social progress than can t e 


first or negaUve type. 

■Niebuhr is ^s•iser here; as he rightly says, ‘No limits can be set where the 
self ends and either nature or the divine begins . 

>This acute distinction was made to me in conversation by Pere Je^^ 
du Chardin, the distinguished human paleontologist, to whom I wis p 
mv acknowledgments. 
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This is brought out very clearly by some of the Christian 
mystics, such as Eckhart, who wrote: ‘what a man takes in by 
contemplation, that he passes out in love’. Here is the enuncia- 
tion of a fact of experience, a valuable piece of knowledge. 
We need to apply that knowledge. If so, we must set ourselves 
seriously to the study of what we may call psychotechnics. 
Such a study would include the techniques of attaining this 
type of contemplation, which can, by a spiritual counterpart 
of the transformation of energy, be converted into love, and of 
harnessing this love to human progress. To have achieved this 
would be to have taken a long step fonv'ard in one of the major 
tasks of progress, the control of nature — though in this case 
the control of our own human nature instead of the external 
nature around us. 

In passing, Niebuhr too seems to have fallen into a semantic 
confusion in contrasting the finite with the absolute and the 
eternal. The opposition should rather be betw'een the concrete 
and the abstract. Man’s power of conceptual thought implies 
the capacity for abstraction, for setting up ideals and general 
ideas. By their very nature such general ideas can cover an 
infini te or at least an indefinite number of concrete instances, 
and before such ideals any concrete achievement ine\atably 
falls short. 

Aldous Huxley in one passage (chapter 27) seems to have 
given away his case against progress by saying that ‘in all the 
historic formulations of the Perennial Philosophy it is axiomatic 
that . . . the existence of at least a minority of contemplatives 
is necessary for the well-being of any society’. For this implies 
that social well-being is a valuable end; and it would, I think, 
be impossible to deny, with our present knowledge, that socizd 
existence can never be static, and that true social well-being 
must be considered as a process in time, as something which 
was leading towards some better state, in addition to being 
in some degree good in itself. 

Finally, it appears to me that his denial of validity and 
importance to any notion of progress in time, especially on the 
ground that its goal is an ever-receding one, cannot be main- 
tained, and indeed is illogical, even if we were to agree that 
unitive knowledge of the Divine Reality were the only pure 
G* 
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or final end of man. For there was a stage in the temporal 
history of our earth, a very long stage, extending for over a 
thousand million years, when the attainment of unitive know- 
ledge by living creatures was impossible, for want of the 
physical machinery of body and nervous system with which to 
attain it. Even in the last litde span of a miUion years more or 
less, during which members of the zoological family of hominids 
have existed, there must have been very considerable progress 
in respect of this capacity : the extent, level and quality of the 
unitive knowledge potentially attainable (let alone actually 
ever attained) by Pithecanthropus or Sinanthropus, and even 
by the more primitive members of the genus Homo, such as 
Neanderthal man, must have been very low compared with 
that reached by the saints and mystics quoted in my brother’s 
book. It required a temporal process of improvement in brain- 
structure to make such experiences possible. 

I would go further. I would say that even since civilization 
began some temporal progress has occurred even in regard to 
this capacity. After the dawn of civilization in the valley of 
the Euphrates, centuries or even millennia elapsed before the 
Indian mystics acquired their techniques of unitive knowledge ; 
and millennia more were to elapse before the great Christian 
mystics enlarged the scope of mystical experience by fusing 
it with love. Nor will it be possible to imagine any considerable 
proportion of the population attaining to this ‘final end’ of 
man except on the basis of a good deal more material progress. 

In any case, the conflict between individual progress in 
spiritual matters, and social progress in material and organiza- 
tional matters, is apparent only, and not only can but must 
be reconciled. 

In this connection, the work of Flugel, notably as sum- 
marized in his latest book,* is of importance. Flugel deak 
with the problem of morality both in its individual and in its 
social aspects. While adopting the general standpoint ol 
psychoanalysis, he is not (like some Freudians) narrow or 
dogmatic, he points out various gaps in psychoanalytic theory, 
and adopts a refreshingly broad evolutionary attitude towards 

his subject. 

‘Flugel, J. C. Man, Morals and Society, London, 1945. 
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In particular, his detailed discussion of the function and 
development of the super-ego will be found relevant to our 
problem. The original nucleus of the super-ego — which I have 
ventured to call the proto-ethical mechanism — is formed by 
what the Freudians call the introjection into the child’s mind 
of the authoritarian aspects of its parents. But what is thus 
intj-ojected is, for various interesting reasons, much more harsh 
and rigorous than anything in the real parents’ actions or 
character. It is because of this that the first-formed part of 
the super-ego is so primitive, alarming, and often barbaric. 
Further, owing to the whole-hearted use of the machinery of 
repression at this stage, this primitive super-ego is largely 
unconscious and, in unfavourable circumstances, may remain 
so throughout life, giving rise to various irrational maladjust- 
ments in the field of ethics, and even to neuroses. 

The later development of the super-ego can be more con- 
scious and rational, and in any case does not embody so much 
hate and aggressiveness and is not so severe. These ‘upper’ or 
‘outer’ layers of the super-ego sometimes merit the title of 
ego-ideal. The super-ego as a whole is thus a highly complex 
psychological mechanism, in which indeed conflicts of various 
sorts can arise betw’een its different elements or levels. And 
since the prime function of the super-ego is a moral or ethical 
one, such conflicts will distort or disrupt the individual’s 
ethical attitude. 

Flugel also draws attention to the fact that the function of 
the super-ego proper is preceded by the development of a 
semi-physiological morality, based on the mother’s insistence 
that the mfant shall ‘control the processes of excretion, so that 
they shall occur only at what are, fi-om the adult point of 
view, convenient times and places’. This ‘sphincter morality’ 
is probably the fiirst stage at which anything which can be 
called guilt is experienced. But even before this, during the 
earliest period of life, the oral stage of the Freudians, during 
which sucking is the chief gratification and no control of its 
impulses is demanded of the mfant, it can yet experience 
deprivation and fhistration. These in turn can generate fear 
and misery and what the psychoanalysts rather inadequately 
call anxiety, often coupled with impotent but distressing anger 
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and aggressiveness. Further, since at these earliest stages the 
infant seems incapable of distinguishing between the self and 
the not-self, between subjective sensation and external objects, 
and since there is thus ‘no clear distinction between such 
distressful and alarming conditions [as those of overwhelming 
impotent rage] and the associated outer objects or circum- 
stances, it is easy to see that the first step has been taken 
towards the creation of an outer “bogy” of ill-defined but 
intense and almost unimaginable evilness’. 

It has often been asked what bearing such infantile and 
transitory experiences, whether ‘oral’, ‘anal’ or genital , can 
have upon the mind and the morality of the adult. It is clear, 
however, that they are extremely relevant to our problem. 
For one thing, the general form and balance of the proto- 
ethical mechanism wiU in any case persist, however much 
modified in detail, however much deflected towards other 
objects, for a considerable time, and may do so throughout 
life. This will help to determine the load of unconscious guilt 
to be carried by the individual, the harshness or otherwise of 
his super-ego or conscience, the strength of his need for salva- 
tion or self-justification. The infant’s attitude to his parents, 
though often extremely unreahstic, will help to decide his 
attitude to all the various parent-substitutes which may be 
offered to him by adult life-a King or a Fiihrer, a county 
or a cause, a jealous or a loving God— and will strongly 
influence his chances of a happy marriage or a successful 


career. . . 

Furthermore, through the triple properties of memory, 

association and abstraction, mental states, persisting indefimtely 
in the reservoir of unconscious memory, may be ehcited^ence 
into consciousness, may become displaced and attached to 
new objects, may become combined with ideas and imagination 
in unexpected ways. This is perhaps most obvious with the 
fear of finding oneself without any external moral suppor 
satisfaction through love or approval. Such a ^ 

assuredly be difficult to bear: but the intense and irrabon^ 
fear of h which is so frequent (and in latent form ^rtop 
universal) appears definitely to denve irom ^ 
infantile experience (so charactensnc as to have 
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special term of aphanisis in the vocabulary of psychoanalysis). 
In this the young child feels an overwhelming terror of being 
deprived of its parents’ love and the satisfactions consequent 
upon it — all the love and all the satisfactions that the infant 
knows. The overwhelming nature of the emotion seems to be 
due in part to the ‘all-or-nothing’ nature of so much of ihe 
child’s mental processes, so that it takes a merited severity for 
a total change of heart, a temporary absence for a permanent 
loss. In part, too, it seems to be due to the ‘omnipotence of 
thought’ in the infant, who tends to believe that his violent 
hate-wishes may have actually destroyed the object against 
which they were directed, or at least something essential in it. 

Another point which has been brought out by modern 
psycho-analysis is that the quality of the aggressive impulses 
projected by the child changes with his development in time. 
In the earliest stage, the ‘oral phase’ of the psycho-analysts, 
the bogies of evil created by projection out of the raw material 
of the outer world tend to bite and tear; during the phase of 
sphincter-morality (‘anal’ and ‘urethral’ phases), they tend 
to be associated with physical filth, or with destructive floodings; 
and in the proto-sexual phase they tend to castrate, either 
literally or often in the transferred sense of mutilating or 
depriving of some vital organ or property. The emphasis on 
the different types of projection differs from one child to 
another; and the fears or phobias associated with them, 
especially when they have been extreme, tend to colour the 
individual’s emotions and distort his ethical reactions throughout 
life. 

The comment that an outsider might pass on the Freudian 
analysis is that, though it has revealed strange new realms 
haunted by the grotesque products of our early irrationality, 
and demonstrated the strength and the persistence of our 
primitive evil impulses and of the guilty tension which they 
produce, it does not sufficiently stress the conscious and the 
positive elements in the developing mind. The child very 
early begins that process by which elements in the outer 
world, which are actively or positively enjoyed, become in a 
sense part of us. The mind goes out to them; they enter the 
mind and become part of our inner furnishing. That is perhaps 
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most obviously seen in the way in which the physical sur- 
roundings of early childhood come to have a strong and 
pecuUar emotional flavour, which often lasts throughout life: 
in general, the important growth of the mind always takes 
place by the fusion of some external object with a strong 
positive impulse, whether of love, of intellectual interest or 
curiosity, of pleasure in mastery, of pity. This is how our 
inner microcosm comes to develop a strong cohesive structure. 

n 


ETHICS AND THE DIALECTIC OF EVOLUTION 

So we draw to an end. In the preceding section and in 
my introductory historical review, a number of difficulties 
raised by various authors have been cited, a number of con- 
flicting viewpoints encountered. In this final section I shall 
attempt to show how the biological approach leads to what I 
may perhaps call the Dialectic of Evolution, and how in the 
fight of this, the reconciliation of many acute conflicts can be 
effected, and many apparent opposites organically combined 
in a new synthesis, many hostile dualities reduced to fruitful 


unity. , . , 

First of all, as already noted, the evolutionary approach 

undercuts the duality of mind and matter, and leads us to 
think in monistic terms, of an enduring world-stuff, an x 
which possesses both material and mental (or ‘mentoid’) attri- 
butes, according as it is experienced objectively or subjectively. 
And this in its turn makes possible the reconciliation of the 
opposites of necessity and free-will. With the advent 
thanks to his novel type of cerebral mechanism, the world-stuff 
becomes capable of having alternatives presented to it and of 
effecting a choice between them; these objective facts are 
accompanied subjectively by a sense of conflict or indecision 
followed by a conscious effort or act of will. 

We can now say that T. H. Huxley’s antithesis between 

ethics and evolution was false, because based ^ h"“t^ 
definition of evolution and a static view of ethics. But we c 
eo further. Our final conclusion must be evolutionary m the 
Lst radical and thorough-going sense. We can obtain from 
the past history of the evolution of life not only reassurance 
the basis 7f some of oor ethical beUefs, but also e, local 
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guidance for the future. More than that, we perceive that 
ethics itself is an organ of evolution, and itself evolves. And 
finally, by adopting this dynamic or evolutionary point of 
view of ethics as something with a time-dimension, a process 
rather than a system, we obtain light on one of the most 
difficult but also most central problems of ethics— the relation 
between individual and social ethics, and perceive that the 
antithesis between the individual and society can also be 
reconciled. 

It is clear enough that social ethics manifests evolution. 
Human codes of morality change, adapt themselves to local 
and temporal conditions, become diversified, exhibit long- 
term trends, whether of specialization, regression, or true 
progress. The function of social ethics is, in biological termin- 
ology, phylogenetic, helping society to persist, to reproduce 
itself, and in some cases to change and to advance. 

The function of individual ethics, on the other hand, is 
ontogenetic, helping the individual to develop towards moral 
adaptation, moral growth, moral fulfilment and satisfaction. 
But although the biologist usually excludes individual develop- 
ment from the category of evolution, it is none the less a truly 
evolutionary process, with its own dialectic. Furthermore, this 
is particularly true of all aspects of mental ontogeny in man, 
smce human evolution operates chiefly by means of tradition, 
and that tradition is the product of individual minds. Social 
ethics is, of course, not the result of the mere summation of 
individual moralities, nor indeed any simple function of them, 
but rather a complex resultant of their interaction ; yet never- 
theless individual ethical development is an integral part of 
social ethics, and a necessary cog in moral evolution. 

T. H. Huxley opposed the ‘cosmic process’ to the ‘ethical 
process’. We can perhaps best show how this pair of opposites 
can be reconciled by thinking of the human individual as a 
microcosm, that term so dear to the philosophers and writers 
of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. However, since our 
ideas of the macrocosm have changed a great deal since then, 
we shall be forced to use the notion of the microcosm also in 
a rather altered sense. The chief difference is that the cosmos 
must be looked on not as a static collection of Dhenomcna 
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or a finished mechanism, but as a complex process; so that 
in so far as the microcosm mirrors the macrocosm, it too must 
be a process, embodying movements, directions, and trends. 

Take as a concrete instance a particular human individual 
at the stage when he (or she) is about to embark on adult hfe. 
Consider what he has already incorporated in his miniature 
universe, what realms remain for him to bring in and to 
organize under his sway. And relate this to the complementary 
processes of individual and of social ethics. 

In the first place, our young man, if he approximates to 
rhoTHTTie tnoyen sensuel, will be animated by a number of urges 
or psychological driving forces, which are not merely emotion- 
ally of different quahty but often incompatible with each 
other. His simple instinctive drives towards comfort and a 
full belly and sexual satisfaction, towards the pleasant exercise 
of his limbs and his faculties, will have been buUt up into 
complex sentiments (to use McDougall s convenient term), 
sublimated, rationalized, often distorted or displaced from 
their original objectives. In particular, they will have been 
organized in relation to the bi-polar drive towards self- 
assertion or its reverse, to the load of guilt with which his 
unconscious infancy has been saddled, to the type of ideals 
which his emotional nature has built up in interaction with 
his powers of abstraction and generalization. 

They will also show a marked degree of adaptation to the 
current' morality of his time, nation, and class. But here 
again the adaptation will be a bi-polar one. In some respects 
the adaptation \riU be towards uncritical conformity, m others 
it will be a reaction (also often uncritical) against curren 
standards. And both the acceptance and the reaction 
usually be tinged with unexpectedly and indeed illogical y 
strong emotional feeling. He will also be the possessor of an 
ethical mechanism (as we have styled it) for a«acbng 
labels of rightness and wrongness to his own deeds and tho^ 
as well as to those of other people and to things. This ethi 

“erhanL operates pardy on a rational 
nartiy in the form of what is generally caUed conscience 
Mcl reason is fused with emotional ^ comwus 

blend into unconscious processes, and party P 
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irrational and unconscious level, in virtue of the type and 
quantity of unconscious guilt he is carrying, and the primitive 
super-ego mechanism which, long previously, was built up to 
deal with that load of guilt. The charge of emotion associated 
with conscience, and still more with the unconscious ethical 
(proto-ethical) mechanism, is very strong, and colours and 
distorts the structure of his psyche in various ways, tending on 
the whole to make it illogical and unrealistic. Thus he is 
certain to have in his make-up a certain need for punishment, 
a superstitious (if often also rather surreptitious!) faith in 
luck and omens, coupled with an irrational fear of being too 
lucky or too successful, a tendency to wish-fulfilment, a capacity 
(quite remarkable when viewed with the cool eye of logical 
detachment) for self-justification and the projection of his own 
shortcomings on to circumstances or other people, a bi-polar 
emotion towards the unfamiliar, manifesting itself in a thirst 
for novelty and adventure coupled with a dread of the unknown 
and a dislike of everything ‘different’, a craving for certitude 
(whether through religious or political belief, identification 
with a cause, adherence to a movement, or devotion to a 
leader or other personal figure), which is often coupled with 
the need to hate some other belief, cause, movement, person, 
or group. 

In the sphere of knowledge our exemplar will have incor- 
porated some sort of framework — diagrammatic and often 
rather inaccurate — of the macrocosm. He will know some 
elementary facts about astronomy and geography, about 
physics and chemistry, natural history and physiology. He 
will also mirror the social aspects of the macrocosm, and will 
have some knowledge too of history and economics, sport, 
religion, literature and the arts, though here his microcosm is 
likely to be more distorted and more relati\nstic. 

He will in some sphere or another be a specialist — that is 
to say, he will have incorporated some of the capacity of life 
to understand its environment in detail and to control it. In 
any particular man, this specialized control may be over the 
physical world, as with an engineer, a carpenter, or a farmer ; 
or over the social world, as with a lawyer, a schoolmaster, or 
an economist. He will realize (if he ever troubles to consider 
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the matter) that in being a specialist he is reflecting another 
aspect of the social macrocosm, namely that society can only 
operate by means of a division of labour; and accordingly 
he takes a great deal of his knowledge on trust, and is content 
to have various human achievements incorporated in his 
microcosm symbolically, through prominent individuals, from 
politicians to film stars, rather than concretely, through their 
actual mastery or understanding by himself. 

This is one of the ways in which his microcosm of knowledge 
and understanding is deflected or distorted from being a 
faithful miniature of the macrocosm. Another difference, of 
course, lies in the incompleteness of the average microcosm, 
and its reduction to a crude and often vague diagram rather 
than a detailed picture. It is also sure to be distorted ego- 
centrically, so that the parts of it which directly concern the 
individual, his nation and his class or religious group, are 
magnified relative to the rest. His map of reality is distorted 
by being drawn on what we may call a relativistic projection. 

StiU more important is the influence of belief and emotion. 
The picture of the macrocosm which our average young man 
carries about inside himself is again distorted (as well as 
coloured) by various emotional urges and the sentiments and 
beliefs arising from them. Thus he is almost certain to have a 
belief in some Power in or behind the universe. This power 
requires to be placated, and is likely to exact punishment 
(though often in unexpected and mysterious ways) for trans- 
gression; it also provides outlets for our wishes and longings, 
whether in a supernatural Paradise,a millennary ideal, or a future 
date (unspecified and usually unreahzed) in our own httle lives. 

Then it must be observed that the organization of the 
microcosm is very various in its nature. Some parts of the 
outer world have been taken in and incorporated much more 
thoroughly than others. This full incorporation always seems 
to be the result of love in the broad sense— a positive going-out 
of the mind and the emotions towards selected objects of the 
outer world, a certain fusion of subject and object in the act 
of apprehension-with-love or of love-with-apprehension, so 
that the object, in entering the microcosm, becomes 
imoreeriated with feeling. 



CONCLUSION 203 

Thus the essential structure of the microcosm is not made 
of a series of mere reflections or copies of objects in the micro- 
cosm, but is composed of object-copies fused and impregnated 
with emotions so as to produce a truly s^uthetic material of 
construction. The matter is indeed more complex, for the 
outer components of this material, in addition to object-copies, 
may consist of relations between objects (such as scientific 
laws), or of abstract or general ideas about objects; and the 
internal components may include what one may perhaps call 
abstract emotions, in the shape of ideals. One of the most 
important structures formed out of this synthetic ‘material’ are 
those which McDougall called the sentiments, which together 
form an orderly fi-amework that is one of the major elements 
in the structure of the self. 

The converse of this takes place with the negative emotions 
of dislike and contempt, hate and aggressiveness. These tend 
to mark off their objects firom the self, to reject them from its 
emotional unity. Thus, though our enemies are in a sense 
bound to us by our hate, they are not incorporated in our 
intimate structure. 

These facts have an important bearing on ethical de\’elop- 
ment. They first of all help us to understand the imphcations 
of the dictum ‘tout comprendre, c’est tout pardonner’. ^Ve 
caimot truly understand without a positive outgoing of spirit, 
a certain incorporation of what is understood with the good 
and constructive elements in ourselves — which immediately 
signifies that we find ourselves unable (if the understanding 
is true and full, not superficial or purely intellectual) any 
longer to indulge our simple and elementary' feelings of venge- 
fiilness and desire to inflict punishment, even when the 
events or persons concerned have been guilty of grave crime 
or evil. 

Furthermore, we find empirically that crime and evil are 
more effectively reduced by means of the positive effort of 
understanding, followed by sympathetic treatment and efforts 
at prevention, than by the negative refusal to understand, 
followed by revenge and punishment. Thus to reach true, 
positive understanding is to attain a higher ethical development. 

Secondly, they bear on the question of the ‘unitive know'- 



204 EVOLUTION AND ETHICS 

ledge’ of the mystics, and its ethical value. Our young man 
may have had flashes of this sort of experience, by falhng in 
love, or in relation to his rehgion; and it will have come to 
him with a satisfying sense of certainty and assurance which 
he does not find in any other type of experience. The intensity 
and assurance inheres in the inner components of the experi- 
ence — in the fact that, for the time at least, the forces of the 
id and the super-ego, usually hostile, are no longer hindering 
each other, but to a greater or lesser extent working together, 
flowing in the same direction. The burden of guilt is for the 
moment shed, and the whole being suffused with a sense of 
rightness. 

If, later, by dint of spiritual exercises, he succeeds in 
making this internal adjustment permanent, and at the same 
time bringing these unified mental forces to bear on his experi- 
ence of the outer world as a whole, he will have reached a 
very high ethical level. Since his reaction to the macrocosm is 
now wholly one of comprehension, acceptance, and love, he 
is no longer separated from any of it by hate. His microcosm 
becomes entire, and entirely positive, and the emotional 
component of its framework is complete, unified and of great 
strength. 

Now let us look at our typical young man in another and 
more comprehensive way — not as a sohd construction, essen- 
tially permanent though regrettably subject to a certain 
amount of alteration; but as a momentary cross-section of a 
change taking place in time. From this evolutionary angle, 
the real human being is not a static entity but a process. 

The same is true of his ethics. That too is a process, not a 
fixed system. In the individual ethical process, the developing 
human being incorporates certain innate tendencies, certam 
emotional responses towards outer events and objects, a certain 
amount of knowledge of the outer environment, and various 
ways of dealing with it in general and with the specific situa- 
tions which it presents. There is a constant procession of 
action and reaction, inwards and outwards, between the 
microcosm and the macrocosm. This interaction does not 
take place at random but issues in a directed process, which 
I. M. Baldwin, long before the term had become fashionable, 
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Styled ‘the dialectic of personal growth’ ; and it inevitably has 
an ethical aspect. The process has, of course, not one possible 
direction only, but (as in evolution in general) many; some 
are more desirable than others, some more satisfactory in the 
short term, others in the long. 

How does the ethical dialectic work out for the individual? 
The first move in the fated game is the act of birth, as a result 
of which the infant, accustomed to the warm Nirvana of the 
equable womb, is exposed to the accidents of the outer world. 
The primal desire of the newborn human individual is a 
desire for an undisturbed tranquillity of mere existence, and 
the primal reaction to the inevitable deprivations and dis- 
comforts which disturb that tranquillity is rage — a literally 
howling rage which is itself disturbing, for, as Flugel says, in 
such paroxysm the infant feels ‘threatened and overmastered 
by its own aggressiveness’. 

This primal desire for undisturbed existence, for shelter 
from the hard knocks of the world, however much it may be 
later overlaid by the joys of action and successful mastery, 
remains as a permanent component of the individual’s emotional 
set-up. There is always a temptation (yielded to in very 
different measure by different individuals) to regress towards 
this infantile or embryonic shelter and peace, or to attain 
a substitute or equivalent for it, whether in surrender to some 
real or imagined authority, or in some essentially regressive 
escape. 

Meanwhile the primal reaction of frustrated rage itself 
provokes a further reaction. At this stage the baby makes no 
distinction between self and not-self; it confuses the over- 
whelming and violent evil of impotent but sinister rage with 
the objects in the outer world which have provoked it, and so 
takes the first step towards what psychologists call projection; 
it tinges objects with its own emotional hues, animates them 
with its own passions. 

As the self becomes demarcated from the world around, 
the tendency is for the infant to project its own evil on to 
outer objects, including other persons, so leaving the self 
clothed in what is good and pleasant. 

At about this stage the first step is taken towards the setting 
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up of our ethical mechanism, in the shape of the ‘semi- 
physiological morality’ associated with the restraint of 
excretions, which I have previously mentioned. 

Soon after, as the child’s personality becomes more differ- 
entiated in itself and more capable of perceiving the differ- 
entiations of the outer world, the true proto-ethical mechanism 
is erected, in the shape of the primitive super-ego in unremitting 
grapple with the id. 

As we have previously set forth, this arises from the conflict 
of love and hate in the infant’s mind, its primal ambivalence 
towards its mother and soon afterwards its father. As Flugel 
puts it, ‘it is man’s unique and inevitable tragedy (due to his 
long period of helpless infancy) that he is compelled to hate 
those whom also he most loves — a condition which is to some 
extent continued throughout life in his relations with his own 
super-ego, which is a centre to which both love and hate are 
directed and from which love and hate emanate’. For now 
the dialectic of growth proceeds by a process the reverse of 
projection — namely introjection, whereby in this case the 
qualities of the parents are injected from without, to become 
part of the structure of the child’s mind. 

It is characteristic of this first beginning of our ethical 
mechanism that it is in many respects unrealistic. The parents 
have to exercise control over the child, and in so doing will 
be strict, or even harsh, and will certainly sometimes appear 
cruel. But to their actual and real strictness is added an unreal 
quota and quality of unpleasantness, in the shape of. the 
child’s own thwarted aggressiveness. Thus the dialectic of 
growth succeeds in introjecting a parent-figure very different 
from the real parent, since it is ‘endowed with all the crude 
and primitive aggressiveness of the child himself. In this way, 
it would appear, does the super-ego acquires its more alarming 
and barbaric features’, and this is why the semi-conscious or 
unconscious core of the super-ego (which may persist even 
throughout life) is so harsh and so unnecessarily severe, calling 
all the time upon the self to make atonement for its load of 

primal guilt. . 

The microcosm of the individual personality incorporates, 

by inescapable heredity, a swarm of impulses, many of them 
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astonishingly bad and violent. Indeed it is only the helplessness 
of the infant which prevents us from realizing the extent and 
strength of the evil which it contains, and it has needed the 
learned labours of analytic psychology to reveal the amount 
of badness with which every human nature has to cope during 
his or her development. 

The ‘original evil’ is part of what theologians call original 
sin; the rest consists of the load of ‘original guilt’ produced as 
part of the super-ego mechanism by the primal conflict. 

But, as Freud iidmself has said, if we are much more evil 
and immoral than we consciously admit, we are also better 
and more moral. Not only is the super-ego an exceedingly 
strict moralist, but our primitive impulses to good are also 
numerous and strong. The pure joy of a child, its love of what 
is lovable and lovely, its interest (which in pure form is but 
intellectual love) in the world around it, are as astonishing as 
its impulses of hate and destructiveness, and in those rare 
individuals in which they are strongly developed, shine out in 
a way which leaves the ordinary adult abashed. 

Besides the capacity for unwarranted projection, another 
unreahstic quality of the infant mind is its belief in what 
Freud styled the omnipotence of thought — the confusion of 
wish with fulfilment, the feeling that his all-too-powerful 
impulses, just because they are so powerful, are likely to 
achieve their aim. When this feeling is associated with violent 
hate and aggression towards mother or father, the young 
child is haunted by the half-unconscious fear that he has 
somehow smashed or destroyed his parent, or something 
essential in him or her, and so lost the love and support and 
help which, once his rage is past, he realizes is indispensable. 
This horror of loss, this fear of withdrawal of external support, 
may last through life. It will be accentuated by an actual 
coldness or physical absence of the parent, or later by any 
disasters which are taken as signs of divine wrath or punishment 
by impersonal fate. 

This infantile ‘ommpotence of thought’ may also be pro- 
longed in modified form to serve as the basis for belief in 
magic or superstition and for what in modern jargon is called 
wish-fiilfilment of all kinds. 
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The microcosm of the young infant begins (like the 
microcosm in many myths) as chaos ; its mind, if not entirely 
‘without form, and void’ is assuredly shapeless and ill-defined. 
It is more formless than that of adult mammals— partly 
because the human being is bom in such an early stage of 
development, partly because human impulses are no longer 
definite and sharply delimited as in lower mammals. This 
latter fact again has a two-fold cause: partly it is due to the 
greater fluidity and vagueness of the instincts themselves, 
partly to their being able to meet in consciousness instead of 
being kept apart from each other by means of an all-or-nothing 
mechanism of response, as is normally the case in non-human 
species. As I have already pointed out, this is the basis for 
mental conflict, to which man alone is habitually subjected. 

The mind of the young infant is thus not only a chaos, 
but a chaos in conflict with itself. With the formation of the 
primitive super-ego, it develops a deflnite and relatively 


permanent structure. 

The developing human being has now reached a stage 
which is crucial and decisive, above all in the field of ethics. 
His microcosm has developed a moral structure, and in doing 
so has introduced morality into the macrocosm— morality, 
with aU its accompaniments of right and wrong, sin and 
saintliness, vice and virtue, guilt and expiation. 

It has introduced moraUty because its structure is orgamzed 
around the tension-lines of guilt which fill the field of force 
between the two foci of love and hate at either pole of the 
primal ambivalent conflict. In prehuman life, even at its 
highest, the conflicting chaos of the macrocosm was not 
mirrored in any true psychical conflict in the microcosm. 
Differential response to conflicting needs was achieved by t e 
provision of a battery of speciBc instincts each smable for a 
particular range or set of circumstances. Confhct existe 
only physically and objectively, whether in the form o 
strugrie against the elements, or in the straightforward seuK 
:,f a*comb« or of the capture of prey, or ^ me^^ 
sense of the Darwinian struggle for emstence, “““ 

was stiU absent, or at best negligible and unimportant, 
so was conscious and especially moral choice. 
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The existence of man on earth introduced morality into 
the cosmos in the same sort of way as it later introduced the 
so-called Laws of Nature. Things happen in the physical 
world, and happen in an orderly and regular way, so that the 
happenings can be subsumed and intellectually grasped in 
general intellectual formulations. It is these formulations 
which are the only Laws of Nature; before man there existed 
no such laws — only happenings which contained the poten- 
tiality of being understood in the form of natural laws. So 
with morality. There is much that is bad and much that is 
good in the objective happenings of the cosmos and the actions 
of its living inhabitants. But moral law does not exist until 
man appears, with his capacity for perceiving badness and 
goodness and for generalizing about right and wrong. The 
happenings of the cosmos contain the potentiality of being 
understood in the form of moral law, in relation to the concepts 
and feelings of rightness and wrongness. 

Here is one essential relation between ethics and evolution 
— that at a certain point in time, once and for all in the 
evolution of the species, but repeated afresh in the evolution 
of each of its individuals, morality appears. The ethical 
potentialities of the macrocosm are actualized in the moral 
mechanism of the microcosm; but the microcosm in its turn 
reacts upon the macrocosm, and so begins ordering events in 
terms of morality. 

* * ♦ * ♦ 

The dialectic of ethical growth continues. One of its basic 
methods is the alternation of projection and introjection, 
whose first cycle we have already noted. The child projects 
his own cruelty on to the outer world, including his parents ; 
he then introjects the distorted parent-figures which he has 
thus produced, to form the harsh, punishing elements in his 
own super-ego. He may then reproject his super-ego, or 
elements of it, upon the outer world. The most obvious 
examples are those of jealous gods, vengeful divinities that 
demand sacrifice, but there are many other possibilities. 

Furthermore, the god-figure, clothed with such attributes 
of power, majesty or love as the worshipper and his religion 
permit, may become to a lesser or greater extent re-introjected. 
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incorporated into the individual to form part of the structure 
of his mind. This occurs obviously enough in religious exalta- 
tion when the worshipper feels ‘possessed’ by a divinity, and 
also, in a subtler but more satisfying way, through mystic 
experience, ‘unitive knowledge’ of the divine, and so forth. 
Then the primitive father- and mother-figures which the young 
child remodels for itself around the core of the real parents 
may be separately re-projected, though usually tinged or fused 
with other emotional properties and sometimes so overlaid 
with other objects as to escape detection until they are looked 
for. Father-projections tend, of course, to embody the idea 
of power, authority and punishment, while mother-projection 
(as in the cult of the earth-goddesses of antiquity, and later 
of the Virgin) incorporate the ideas of repose and shelter, of 
abundance and fertihty, and in more developed forms, of 
tenderness and love. 

The dialectic does not, however, proceed at random, or 
merely by means of a mechanical and unselective alternation 
of projection and introjection. It has its own gener^ direction, 
determined by the psychological forces operating in the 


developing mind. 

The ethical dynamism of the individual’s mind, once the 
super-ego mechanization has been erected, is in broad outline 
as follows. In the first place, every normal individual carries 
a certain load of unconscious guilt, which is unconscious 
because it has been totally repressed by the primitive super-ego. 
However, although unconscious, it is not inactive, for ^It is 
a form of psychological tension and therefore is continuaUy 
attempting to discharge itself, to reduce ite tensional str«s. 
It is hardly necessary at this stage to remind ourselves tha 
this part of our psychological machinery is not open to direct 
inspection, whether by ourselves or others, and can only be 
detected by the results of the tensions which it generates. 

In the second place, the same type of tension though 
here conscious instead of unconscious, can be produced m 
relation to the events of Ufe. by means ot our^per-ego o^ 
conscience. One of the chief ways m which *0 su^«S 
operates is by generating a sense of 
which takes place when our actions do not squa 
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results of the super-ego’s mechanism for judging and feeling 
the rightness or wrongness of things and acts. And this con- 
scious guilt can reinforce and be reinforced by the permanent 
load of unconscious guilt, until in some cases the tension 
becomes intolerable. The tension can be eased by favourable 
circumstances, just as it can be increased by all kinds of 
frustrations, such as loneliness and failure. 

These parts of our ethical dynamic are endogenous, arising 
from forces entirely within the structure of the mind itself. 
There is, however, a further set of forces which are concerned 
with the interaction between our internal ethical mechanism 
and the external world, both natural and social. The ethical 
relations of the individual inevitably change and grow with 
his development. As his knowledge of the external world 
increases, so must the field of his ethical judgments expand 
and alter. As he finds himself brought into relation with an 
increasingly large social universe, beginning with his parents 
and family, up through the tribe (or that modern counterpart 
of the tribe, the school), the social group, the nation, to 
radiate eventually to other nations within humanity, so his 
ethical attitudes to other people are inevitably affected, and the 
labels of morality become attached to new and more objects. 

The forces in this field can be thought of as arising from 
the tension of the individual’s expanding knowledge and 
experience upon his ethical machinery, pulling out threads 
of rightness and wrongness to fresh parts of the cosmos; they 
promote adjustment between the outer and inner components 
of the microcosm. 

It has often been said that morality co-exists in the adjust- 
ment of the selfish impulses of the individual to the needs and 
wishes of other individuals and of the community as a whole. 
This is in a sense true, since the first step in morality, the 
formation of the super-ego, is itself an adjustment between the 
infant and its parents, between its violent selfish impulses and 
their loving restraint and guidance. But this first step differs 
from all the others, in that it sets up a special structural 
mechanism in the mind and charges the individual with a 
particular kind of enduring moral tension. And in any case 
the general statement is only true if the adjustment is regarded 
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as a continuing and permanent process, not as a quick or 
definitive happening. 

Looked at in this way, individual ethics is seen to consist 
of two processes— the attempt to be free from the tension 
caused by guilt, whether conscious or unconscious; and the 
adjustment of our ideas of right and wrong to our constantly 
enlarging horizons of knowledge and action — or in broader 
terms, the adjustment of the developing individual to the outer 
world, and notably the human community in which he lives. 

The attempt to escape from the tensions of guilt may 
issue in all kinds of ways. We may be driven to seek discomfort 
and danger as punishment ; we may take refuge in some form 
of unconscious expiation, for instance, by devoting ourselves 
to some unselfish or dangerous service in expiation for our 
repressed selfish aggressiveness; we may project our guilt 
outwards on to others — the Jews or the Bolsheviks, on to the 
enemy in time of war, on to other classes, on to ‘sinners’ 
who, we thank God, are not as we are; we may, like the 
Pharisees and others in all ages, try to make up the quarrel 
which the universe has picked with us (a quarrel which we 
are sure must be justified because of the guilty feehngs we 
experience), by ritual placation, by sacrifice, by prayer; we 
mortify the flesh, deprive ourselves of pleasures; we contrive 
escape mechanisms, some physical like drugs, some psycho- 
logical like those religions which Marx could call the opium 
of the people; or we seek perfection. 

And, of course, we may seek perfection in different ways, 
some right, some wrong. In the light of all our knowledge 
today, it seems, for instance, definitely wrong to seek for 
perfection through undiluted asceticism, or through mere 
ritual obsen^ance. And there is a general agreement among 
those who have been willing to study or try the various ways 
that are supposed to lead to perfection that the way of unitive 
knowledge (to use the terminology of the mystics) is the best, 
and notably when it is positive and informed by love. 

It certainly appears from the testimony of the great mystics 
themselves, and of those who have studied their lives^ that 

'Cf., for instance, Aldous Huxley, The Perennial Philosophy. London and 
New York, 1946. 
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after long discipline of the soul, human beings can attain to a 
state which can properly be described as one of perfection. 
It is experienced as complete, overwhelming, as a surrender 
which brings both power and peace, exalting, entirely satis- 
fying, and as involving the transcendence of the self in something 
immensely larger. 

Further, although in certain men and women it has become, 
however beautiful and satisfying, a spiritual indulgence which 
has reduced their other capacities, there are many notable 
examples (such as St. Theresa of Avila) to demonstrate that 
the practical activities of the self can be strengthened and 
guided into more efficient channels as a result of such experiences. 

There must obviously be some special adjustment of psycho- 
logical mechanism which accompanies such states. Though 
the precise nature of this ‘function of the soul’ has not yet been 
elicited, it is clear that one way in which it operates is by 
abolishing, at least temporarily, both guilt and conflict. It 
reduces the ‘psychological distance’ between the ego and 
super-ego, and also sublimates some of the forces of the id,^ 
so that there is effected a certain fusion of the three main 
parts of the structure of the psyche, which are usually kept 
separate by powerful psychological forces. Since these forces 
are no longer utihzed in repression or in other ways to build 
up a tensional structure in the mind, they become available 
to give the sense of increased power and scope which accom- 
panies the mystic experience. 

My brother, in the book I have already cited, finds in 
such experience the only final end of man, and dismisses the 
idea of progress not only as a delusion but as a danger. Further, 
he distinguishes with great sharpness between such activities 
and experiences as provide what he calls ‘unitive knowledge 
of the Divine Ground of all being’, ^ and others which are 


Variom mystics describe their experiences as containing elements of 
acute emouonal pleasure and beauty, obviously of the same general type as 
experienced when we are ‘in love’, though directed to other objects, 
subhmated, and modified by other emotional components. 

elsewhere what appear to me to be quite unwarranted 
assumptions which my brother draws from the undoubted facts of mystical 
«penence— a^umpuons such as those made in the above-cited phrase, that 
what is experienced is Div-ine and the one ground of all being, or that it is 
eternal, or in some way more real than other types of experience. 
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universally or generally regarded as good in themselves, but 
which arc incomplete or partial — for instance enjoyment of 
natural beauty, aesthetic experience, the acquisition of 
knowledge and understanding, personal love, devotion to an 
active cause, and so on. 

Here the evolutionary moralist has every right to speak. 
He can tell us that the facts of nature, as demonstrated in 


evolution, give us assurance that knowledge, love, beauty, 
selfless morality, and firm purpose are ethically good. They 
are good objectively in the sense that the more of them there 
is in the world, the better; and they are good subjectively, in 
the sense that the experiences of knowing, of loving, of enjoying 
beauty, and the rest are to be valued for their own sake. 

To this general statement we must add two obvious caveats. 
First, the quality of the actions or experiences concerned must 
be high. Knowledge means something more than knowledge 
of isolated or irrelevant facts, and implies insight and illumina- 
tion; love, as we all know, can be vulgarized or debased; 
morahty must be genuine and not hypocritical; purpose must 
be directed to right ends, or at least to ends which the indi- 
vidual genuinely believes to be right. And secondly, the 
pursuit of any one of these aims must not be too one-sided, 
or the individual will be deflected from a desirable direction 
into undesirable specialization — the ‘one-pointed’ activity 
which Aldous Huxley properly stigmatizes as wrong. This 
emerges also from what I said above about quality. Knowledge 
unrelated to the main stream of human activity or to Ae 
general comprehension of nature is one-sided; so is love which 
does not involve beauty and comprehension, together with 
some tincture, however unconscious, of morality; so is purpose 


which is directed merely to selfish ends. 

In general, not only are such activities and expenences 
good in themselves, but they are indispensable for the attmn- 
ment of the fuller experiences, such as unitivc knowledge, 
which we can agree represent the highest attainments possib c 
to the human individual, and indeed to life as a whole. 

It mieht be possible for someone who had from an early 
age renounced all enjoyment of ‘worldly’ knowledge an 
oleasurcs, including those of physical and mental exercise, an 
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all concern with social activities, to learn how to resolve his 
inner conflicts sufficiently to enjoy mystical experiences. These 
might be very satisfying to him personally, but would assuredly 
be intrinsically of poor quality if they did not incorporate 
much knowledge and love of nature and his fellow men, much 
concern for the service of others, much devotion to some 
social enterprise. The individual microcosm will be derisory 
if it is too small in size, too poor in range ; the unitive knowledge 
must be knowledge of an adequate extent of the macrocosm if 
it is to be of much account. A man must have experienced the 
urgency and intrinsic importance of simple enjoyment and of 
the values of love and beauty and understanding if the trans- 
cendent experience is really to have enough value to swallow 
up all the rest. 

Finally, it must be said that if the mystic becomes so 
enamoured of his experiences that he withdraws wholly from 
the world and gives himself up to their satisfactions to the 
exclusion of any social obligation, then this too is a one-pointed 
way of Hfe, an over-specialization which is inevitably wrong. 

We may sum up the individual aspect of our subject by 
saying that every human being inevitably evolves in his ethics, 
that at its best this ethical development consists partly in a 
resolution of the primal ethical conflict in ever more sane, 
rational, and complete ways, partly in an adjustment of his 
sel&h impulses and wishes to the community and its prevailing 
morality, partly in the achievement of activities and experi- 
ences which have intrinsic value, such as knowledge, love, and 
beauty. Furthermore, that the crown of individual ethical 
evolution consists in the expression of the microcosm until 
self is transcended, fused with not-self, and in the resolution 
of all inner moral tensions in a harmonious though dynamic 
peace. At this level of ethical development, there is no longer 
any conflict between selfish and social impulses, so that activity 
will always in the true sense of the word be moral ; and at the 
same time the individual will have the possibility of enjoying 
experiences of higher intrinsic value than any other, in the 
shape of unitive knowledge and love. 

Next we come to the question of human ethical evolution 
in the larger sense, the ethical development not of the indi- 
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vidual but of the social group or the entire species. This can 
be considered from two aspects. In one sense the ethics of the 
group is merely the sum and interaction of the ethics of its 
individual members. But in another sense it is better measured 
and represented by the current code governing moral behaviour 
and laying down penalties for moral deviations. 

On the first aspect, httle need be said, save to point out 
that one inescapable characteristic of man as a species is his 
variability, and that this applies as much to his ethics as to 
any other activity. If we continue thinking in terms of man 
as the microcosm, any one individual will embody a distinctive 
array and balance of the good and evil aspects of the macrocosm. 
Different men and women embody different moral choices— 
one reacts to the inescapable moral conflict of life by hard 
work, another by despair; one takes refuge in self-abasement, 
another in psychological escape; one allows the aggressive 
impulses of the selfish individual free rein, another perseveres 
until he reconciles the conflict between them and the claims 
of the rest of the world in self-transcendence. The principle 
of division of labour governs man’s morals as much as his 
technical and professional accompUshments. Vicarious atone- 
ment has a true social significance; the priest and the prophet 
are society’s specialists in holy matters, and even the saint is 
in part saintly for the community and not merely for himself. 

Here is obviously a hmitation on the value of individual 
ethical development. Human nature being what it is, all its 
varieties cannot, even in the most favourable circumstances, 
be expected to attain the highest level of individual ethical 
development. And even among those who do reach this highest 
level, there are bound to be immense differences in the type 
of self-transcendence attained; no one individual can imagine 
that his type of achievement is the only right one, but is only 
entitled to think of it as his best contribution to embodying 
and actualizing the forces of the cosmos that make for good. 

In addition to the variability due to genetic difference and 
to the accident of circumstance, there is the deliberate varia- 
bility imposed by the division of labour within the community. 
If society is to continue, and still more if it is to progress, men 
and women must be specially trained as teachers, doctors, 
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administrators, as artisans and agricultural labourers, as 
engineers, philosophers, scientists, and artists. And this 
deliberate specialization, while it does not in theory prevent 
a man from also pursuing an all-round and perfected develop- 
ment, in practice certainly makes it more difficult. Thus, to 
take but one example, to employ one’s intelligence continually 
and whole-heartedly on concrete phenomena, as many pure 
and applied scientists must do, may often limit interest in 
other aspects of existence, such as the aesthetic or the spiritual, 
and cause an atrophy by disuse of these other faculties (unless, 
as sometimes occurs, it causes a deliberate compensatory 
reaction in these directions). 

Aldous Huxley holds up Darwin as an example of how 
‘one-pointed concentration on that which is not the highest 
may become a dangerous form of idolatry. Darwin wrote to 
Hooker that “it is a cursed evil to any man to become so 
absorbed in any subject as I am in mine”. . . . Darwin 


himself records that in later life he was unable to take the 
smallest interest in poetry, art or religion’. 

On this, one may first remind ourselves that what men do 
for the community is important, as well as what they do for 
themselves. If Danvin had managed to preserve his delight 
and interest in poetry, art and religion, but at the cost of 
reducing to any important degree his contribution to science 
and thought, this would have been, in broad perspective, 
wrong. Further, what my brother fails to point out is that 
many men of science have been able to continue their interest 
m other aspects of life and reality, and that Darwin’s failure 
to do so was due, either wholly or at least mainly, to his 
chrome ill-health. And finally, some of the failure of enjoyment 
Md mterest which Danvin and my brother deplore, seems to 
be merely a normal (though not necessarily an inevitable) 
consequence of growing older. Thus in later life Wordsworth 
lamented-how bitterly !_the failure of his capacity for rapture 
t ough the contemplation of natural beauty, in spite of his 
one-pomted concentration’ on that aspect of existence. 

Accordingly, though we are right in deploring speciaUzation 
winch is so one-sided or excessive as to involve atrophy of 
other vital interests or faculties, it is not true to say that 
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intellectual or aesthetic or any other specialization is always 
wrong. It cannot be wrong in itself, for it is necessary to the 
very existence of society, as well as often providing satisfying 
outlets or experiences for the individual. What we must aim 
at is the estabUshment of a general attitude which condemns 
over-speciahzation and the neglect of other faculties, and the 
working out of practical methods by which the speciahst can 
continue to practise his specialism while yet remaining ‘many- 
pointed’, and can be introduced to the wide expanses of new 
satisfaction and adjustment which lie along the road of truly 
progressive individual development. 

The other aspect of ethical evolution concerns us more 
directly. For though, as pointed out elsewhere, there is a 
bewildering relativity of social ethics among different groups 
and different cultures, yet during man’s social evolution we 
find a definite trend in the form or structure of his moral codes. 

Let me amplify this point. Every code governing morality, 
whether it have the form of apparendy arbitrary taboos, of 
ritual actions, of explicit moral commandments, of criminal 
laws or penal codes, or of high ethical teachings, always under 
one aspect represents society’s collective method of solving the 
basic moral conflict between love and hate, between the claims 
of self and the claims of society, which afflicts each developing 


individual afresh. 

This is diagrammatically illustrated by the phenomenon 
of taboo. As Freud himself pointed out in one of his earUest 
excursions from psychiatry into more general taboos 

generally involve an ambivalent atUtude-the tabooed object 
is regarded at one and the same time as both holy and uncles 
-wLt the theologian Otto has caUed ‘bad-sacred -and to 
be feared as in some way charged with dangerous power. As 
Flugel pithily expresses it, ‘taboos are the sociahzed expression 
of con4ts; they are in their nature ambivalent and imply 
a double attitude of desire and fear, of attraction and repulsion, 
"e that the negative or prohibiting elements prepo. 
Lrate. But underneath each prohibition is a real or potenti^ 
Lire, for people do not trouble to prohibit things that no 

""""^Tld^fs noUhe place to discuss particular taboos and then 
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probable origins. However, I may remind my readep that 
the elaborate taboos that hedge a king in so many primitive 
societies indubitably arise from his subjects’ ambivalent atti- 
tude, combining respect and almost worship with envy and 
fear of his power; that the almost universal taboos of primitive 
peoples concerning the recently dead are probably due, as 
Freud ingeniously suggested, to the sense of guilt of those shll 
living, which in its turn derives from their repressed hostility 
to the ‘dear departed’ during his life, a hostility which found 
expression in wishes— again, of course, largely repressed— 
for his death; that a similar ambivalent attitude towards the 
wife gives rise to the taboos and taboo-like rituals of the 
couvade; that the only explanation yet ^ven of the linked 
taboos concerning totem-clans, totem animals, and exogamy 
is Freud’s bold theory that they externalize and socialize the 
(Edipus complex; and that the strong element of hardship 
or suffering involved in almost all initiation ceremonies (a 
trait which, in diluted and modified form, has persisted to the 
present day in most examination systems) has its origin in the 
ambivalent attitude of the adults or the initiates towards the 
young people who are on the threshold of sharing their social 
and sexual privileges, and in addition enjoy the biological 
privilege of youth and vigour. 

What does concern us is that taboo prohibitions, combined 
with positive rituals which share the rigid and often apparently 
meaningless quality of taboos as well as their quality of 
expressing emotional conflict in institutionalized form, consti- 
tute the main ethical framework of all societies at a certain 
rather modest level of social evolution. 

Recent studies have revealed (I once more quote Flugel’s 
valuable summary) ‘a pre-totemic layer of culture among the 
primitive tribes of Central Australia, surviving (chiefly among 
women and children) as a background to the more official 
totemism, in much the same way as pagan beliefs and practices 
often continue to work behind official Christianity in Europe. 
This “primal religion” takes the form of belief in demonic or 
spiritual entities of queer shapes and quahties, and often of 
cannibalistic tendencies’. There seems little doubt that these 
and similar survivals (perhaps including ritual cannibalism) 



220 


EVOLUTION AND ETHICS 


represent the last trace of a phase still more primitive than 
taboo in the evolution of social ethics, during which men 
institutionalized the earUest stages of individual ethical develop- 
ment — the monstrous, destructive and frequently cannibalistic 
‘bogies’ which, as we have seen, the child projects at the time 
when it first begins to divide its unitary experience into self 
and not-self. 

The taboo stage of social ethics itself has various levels. 
Originally the sanctions involved are regarded as the automatic 
resdt of an impersonal inherent force or power, the dangerous 
‘mana’ of social anthropologists. At a higher level the penalties 
attaching to breaking a taboo are supposed to be enforced by 
spirits or demons—spiritual small fry, but numerous and 
varied; and as rationalization and the desire for intellectual 
explanation grows, the power behind the visible world, which 
is at the same time the dangerous force inflicting sanctions for 
taboo-breaking, is projected in the form of gods and finally in 


that of a single Divine Ruler. 

Finally, just as the pre-totemic system persists in the form 
of sporadic survivals in the taboo phase, so it, in its turn, 
persists in the form of sporadic taboos, often trivialized and 
degenerated into mere superstitions, in the next higher phase 

of society’s ethical evolution. 

This further phase may be caUed the legahstic. Society is 
here institutionalizing a more rational level of individual 
ethical development, in which moral transgression is envisaged 
primarily in terms of the damage done to the interests of 
society or of its individual members, and some attempt is made 
to ‘make the punishment fit the crime’. 

The legalistic stage of social ethics has itself had a long and 
elaborate evolution. It begins with the promulgation of bnef 
general codes, often supposedly with Divine authonty, of 
which the Decalogue is a familiar example. These simple 
commandments may then be complexified by the super- 
imposition of elaborate and detailed ritual PresenpUons. an 
example, we need only compare the injunctions which fill e 
Books of Leviticus and Deuteronomy with the original ie 
Commandments. Many of these ritual injunctions are ot 
course, nothing more than taboos brought up to date and 
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adjusted to the general social and ethical system of the times. 
During the course of history, however, ritualized taboos 
tend to drop out of their legal or semi-legal status into that 
of social or religious observances, while law itself becomes more 
official, more varied, and more complicated. 

What chiefly interests us here, however, is the change m 
the psychological attitude expressed in the process of law. 
Legal institutions, hke those of taboo, can under one aspect 
be regarded as the institutionalized expression of moral con- 
flict; the difference is that they express a rather more advanced 
stage of its resolution. 

Briefly and diagrammatically, the primitive super-ego 
mechanism, with its attached tensions of repression and guilt, 
tends to produce what has been described as an inner need 
for punishment. This ‘need for punishment’ may remain 
directed upon the self and its imprisoned id, and will then 
give rise to the concept of a stern or cruel or vengeful God, 
or to penance, self-accusation, exaggerated reparation, maso- 
chistic asceticism and other forms of self-inflicted penalties 
which afflict such a considerable part of our poor suffering 
humanity, and may culminate in or contribute to certain 
crippling or unsavoury forms of neurosis, such as melancholic 
‘nervous breakdown’ and sexual masochism. In other circum- 
stances, or with other temperamental types, the need for 
punishment is projected outwards and directed on to real or 
imaginary transgressors — scapegoats, enemies, criminals, sacri- 
ficial victims (of which Christ crucified is the supreme example), 
or merely those whom we unconsciously envy for their freedom 
from the gtiilt which obsesses us, or for their good fortune in 
general. This tendency again may contribute to neuroses, 
such as exaggerated puritanism, or the violence of sexual 
sadism. This need for punishment, both inw'ardly and out- 
wardly directed punishment, becomes institutionalized in 
various ways in the legal process. 

One of the simplest methods is reparation. The offender is 
forced to make good the damage he has inflicted, either 
directly, or indirectly by means of a payment, or symbolically 
by means of a service. A variant on this is the lex talionis — ‘an 
eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth’. This w’e might characterize 
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as revengeful substitution ; the injured party does not get back 
the lost tooth, but at least the aggressor loses one of his. Sacri- 
fice in the material sense, whether of ‘burnt offerings’ or of 
wealth or precious objects, contains an element of reparation, 
and continues as part of institutional ethics so long as rehgion 
itself plays an important part in the social set-up by means of 
an organized church or a powerful priesthood. 

Confession is another method of reheving the sense of 
guilt, and frequently comes to be accepted as some sort 
of moral equivalent for punishment. Indeed, at one stage 
of social evolution confession is regarded as an integral part of 
the criminal’s expiation of his crime, and its extortion, even 
by extreme torture, as necessary and justifiable. In this case, 
there is clearly what the psycho-analysts call over-determina- 
tion; and the repressed impulses of cruelty and aggression, 
canaUzed in an outwardly-directed need for punishment , 
justify their full expression by means of attaching it to the 
morally respectable excuse of obtaining confession. ^ Later, 
when ethical evolution has reached a stage at which the 
infliction of torture, even for ostensibly moral ends, is regarded 
as wicked, man’s outwardly projected guilty aggressivity often 
continues to demand savage punishment for offenders, and 
manages to justify its savagery by means of various rationahza- 
tions. One of the commonest of these is the assertion that 
suffering is in some way good in itself, and that human natare 
is incapable of amendment save through pumshrnent. Ihis 
attitude has permeated much of the upbringing and educatton 
of children: the principle of ‘spare the rod and spoil the 
child’, that convenient justification of our guilty unacknow- 
ledged sadism, has darkened many nursenes and many school- 
rooms It has also been embodied m the penal provision o 
many' systems of law. Thus the world’s empire-buite 
frequently assert that ‘natives’ understand only seventy, 
the result that many colonial systems suU 
provisions of a harshness long abandoned m the mother 

“'*Sher rationaUzation is that crime can only be 
throueh severity of punishment. This, naturally eno S’ 
rf^tXned^with the first type-purdshment ts regaried 
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not only as a necessary safeguard of the social order, but as 
also good for those on whom it is inflicted. Such severity 0 
penal provisions is, of course, accentuated by fear, as when 
the governing class is faced with the danger of losing some of 
their privileges or possessions. An example is afforded by the 
savagery of the sentences imposed in England in the early 
part of the nineteenth century— death or deportation for 
forgery or even for quite small thefts. This rationalization 
continues to play its part at the present day for instance in 
the arguments concerning the need for capital punishment as 
a deterrent against murder. 

Meanwhile man’s ethical evolution is slowly entering on a 
new phase — the replacement of punishment by treatment. It 
has now been proved beyond any question that severity of 
punishment does not in point of fact reduce the commission 
of crimes. Our only hope for reducing criminality lies in the 
development of a more just and less frustrating social system 
and of more moral individuals, with more rounded personali- 
ties, within it. Treatment, as with physical ills, can be either 
curative or preventive, either individual or social; and again, 
as in medicine, in the long run the social and preventive 
aspects will be the most important. 

The replacement of punishment by treatment implies for 
one thing the partial replacement of legal systems and pro- 
cesses, in so far as they embody the social framework of ethics, 
by social science and various of its applications. It also implies 
that the p rim al inner ethical conflict shall reach a somewhat 
higher level of resolution before being institutionalized : a level 
at which the emotionally neutral power of the intellect, sup- 
ported by experience and the scientific spirit, is exerted to 
release some of the knotted emotional tensions of the proto- 
ethical mechanism and the super-ego. This is an essential 
stage in the passage of the individual to ethical maturity, and 
involves some degree of inner illumination, some substitution 
of unconscious by conscious ethical motivation. 

It is, of course, obvious that only a part of the current 
social ethics becomes institutionalized, whether in social 
or religious ritual, in law or official regulations; a large 
part remains in the background, a fluid but none the 
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less potent agency shaping men’s thoughts and actions. 

One such ethical attitude which has played a powerful 
role during most of the historical period is what certain psycho- 
analysts have called the Polycrates complex — the fear of too 
much fortune for oneself (and especially of ostentation or 
boasting about it), the resentment against too much success in 
others. Too much good fortune is felt to invite the jealousy 
of the gods, or Gk)d, or Fate, too much success their resentment, 
so that in either case disaster is to be expected or feared as a 
punishment. The ancient Greeks employed the special term 
Hubris to denote some of the characteristics hkely to bring 
down this cosmic wrath, or Nemesis, upon their possessor. 
Thus in the Pers<e ^Eeschylus finds a major reason for Xerxes’ 
defeat in his Hubris in daring to build a bridge across the 
Hellespont. 

The Polycrates complex in general, together with the 
stigmatization of Hubris as wrong as well as dangerous, is 
naturally more characteristic of periods when men worship 
strongly anthropomorphic gods, into whom they can project 
their own need to inflict punishment for their o^vn guilty, 
selfish and aggressive urges. However, it still continues to 
prevail as a superstition — all over the world one finds proverbs 
like ‘pride goes before a fall’, and practices of the ‘touch wood’ 
type; and it still provides the motivation for a good deal of 
serious ethical thinking, particularly in religious circles, but 
also elsewhere. Even Aldous Huxley in his previously-cited 
book regards the modem aim of controUing the forces of 
nature as essentially hubristic, and therefore both ethically 
wrong and likely to bring disaster in its wake. Thus he speaks 
of ‘recent technological advances — or, in Greek phraseology, 
recent acts of hubris directed against Nature’ ; of Hubris as 
‘the original sin’; and of ‘the ancient and profoundly realistic 
(itahcs mine) doctrine of hubris and inevitable nemesis . This, 
he says, is because ‘modem man no longer regards Nature as 
being in any sense divine and feels perfectly free to behave 
towards her as an overweening conqueror and tyrant. The 
spoils of recent technological imperialism have been enoiroous, 
but meanwhile nemesis has seen to it that we get our kicks as 
well as halfpence’. 
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I would say that Aldous Huxley is here confusing two issues. 
It is perfectly true that ill-considered control of nature pursued 
to the exclusion of social or spiritual control, and technological 
advance considered as the most important end, or even as an 
end in itself, is bound to bring trouble: it is an example of 
one-sided specialization, and one-sided specialization is always 
beset with penahties. It is also true that the attainment of a 
higher level of control of nature brings with it the possibility 
of greater e\dl, of a deeper fall: this, as Niebuhr points out, 
appears to be the inevitable accompaniment of all types of 
human advance, whether material or spiritual. To this extent, 
the notion of Hubris can be attached to material progress 
(though only, it must be admitted, in a metaphorical sense), 
and technological advance can be properly described as 
‘overweening imperialism directed against Nature’. But when 
nature is personified (note Aldous Huxley’s use of the capital 
N in writing of Nature), when it is regarded ‘as being in any 
sense divine’, and when it is implicitly endowed wth some 
capacity for feeling or expressing resentment against man’s 
Hubris and for indulgence in an avenging Nemesis — then we 
arc asked to continue thinking in false terms, terms stiU coloured 
by an early and primitive attempt at resolution of man’s 
primal ethical conffict, terms which have been outgrown by 
scientific thought and must sooner or later be outgro^vn by 
social ethics. 

Lest as a natural scientist I be thought guilty of partiality, 
I will once more quote from Flugel. ‘We are all’, he writes, 
‘at least dimly (some of us acutely) conscious of failing in 
numerous respects to live up to the standards-of our super-ego; 
hence we all feel guilty, and in turn experience in some measure 
the “need for punishment” which is the basic method of dealing 
with guilt. . . . Only through the pain of punishment can 
[we] get rid of the burden of [our] guilt. If we do not experi- 
ence sufficient pain, if things go too well for us and we have 
too much luck, we begin to feel uneasy because our need for 
punishment has not been met. Hence at bottom the fear of 
Hubris, . . . which the ancient Greeks . . . were able to 
discern as a fundamental human trait. 

‘The influence of this fear in retarding human progress is 
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difficult to estimate but has certainly been very great. . . . 
Man’s attitude to nature thus mirrors his attitude to his own 
super-ego, and this in turn is built up on the basis of the child’s 
moral and physical dependence on its parents, magnified and 
distorted by the influence of nemcsism. It is not surprising 
then that throughout history those who have sought to increase 
human power and understanding should have aroused a degree 
of suspicion and mistrust that htis often led to martyrdom, for 
at bottom it is felt that such pioneers are guilty of Hubris, 
and that if they got their way they would involve all mankind 
in the penalties incurred by those who presume “above their 
station”.’ The classical example is that of Prometheus, though 
as Flugel points out, ‘of course Christ was guilty— and guilty 
of Hubris— in the eyes of most of those actively concerned with 
his death’. A more recent example was the intense disap- 
proval, notably by clerics, of the use of anaesthetics, particularly 


in childbirth. 

Another characteristic of social ethics throughout histone 
times (if we exclude the ideal ethical systems formulated by 
great moral leaders such as Jesus or Gautama Buddha and 
confine ourselves to the actual systems operating m particular 
societies) has been their provision of an enemy as an outlet 
for hate, repressed aggression, and outwardly-directed need 
for punishment’. Sometimes the enemy has supernatur^ 
status: is not the Devil of old-fashioned Christiamty styled 
‘The Enemy’ par excellence? Sometimes the enemy is a theo- 
logical enemy— the members of another sect (as with Protestant 
and Cathohe in Northern Ireland) or of another faith (^)vHh 
Christian and Infidel throughout the Middle Ages, or Hin u 
and Moslem in India today). It was the achievement 0 
Hitler to have invented a racial enemy m the shape ol the 
Tews, to serve as outlet for the repressed aggressiveness of the 
citizens of Nazi Germany. Or again, the enemy is a pohtic^ 
enemy, to be hated for dynastic or nationahstic reasons or on 
other grounds of power politics. In this case, the “ 

Lcessirily a permanent one, and the enemy of yesterday 
may become L friend or ally of today; but, the ^ 
what it is, any power-seeking group or naUon can alway 
find some other group ready to hand, to be put into t e p 
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of enemy and so to serve in directing the group’s aggressiveness 
outwards while at the same time providing it with greater inner 
cohesion. So long as the human species is organized m a 
number of competing and sovereign nation-states, not only is 
it easy for a group to pick another group to serve as enemy, 
but it is in the group’s narrow and short-term interest that it 
should do so. 

Social ethics is thus conditioned by four rather distinct 
sets of factors. One is poUtical, and concerns the nature of 
organized groups | one is practical, and concerns man s control 
over nature ; a third is intellectual, and concerns man’s under- 
standing of the macrocosm; and the fourth we may call for 
want of a better term psychological or spiritual, and concerns 
man’s understanding and control of the microcosm of his own 
nature, including more particularly his internal ethical 
mechanism. 

Accordingly we may suggest that the achievement of the 
next major stage in the evolution of social ethics will depend 
on the following general points. In the first place, the achieve- 
ment of some sort of political unification of the entire species, 
which will render group enmity much more difficult; secondly, 
the achievement^ through the applications of science, of a 
universal minimum standard of freedom from want and disease 
and of opportunities for education and enjoyment. Thirdly, 
the achievement of a general evolutionary outlook to serve 
as the intellectual scaffolding of our life, thus putting a direc- 
tional theory of progress as the dynamic core of our ethics ; and 
fourthly, the achievement of sufficient psychological under- 
standing and control to enable the bulk of mankind, or at 
least the leaders in every field, to take the resolution of their 
intrinsic moral conflict a stage further than before, to a point 
at which punishment, whether of self or of others, is no longer 
constandy demanded to appease the tension of inner guilt. 

The specific steps which will have to be taken before we 
can reach this next stage of ethical evolution are somewhat 
various. There is first the practical political step of discovering 
how to transfer some of the sovereign power of the several 
nation-states of the world to a central organization. This has 
its counterpart in the moral world : for one thing, any practical 
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success in this task will make it easier for men to abandon 
the tribalist ethics (for tribalist they still are, however magni- 
fied in scale) associated with the co-existence of competing 
social groups. Conversely, however, any success in mobilizing 
opinion in favour of One World, of a unified instead of a 
split humanity, will facilitate the political process of unification, 
just as the widespread public opinion which held that slavery 
was morally wTong facilitated the actual abolition of slavery 
as a social practice. 

Such a change in public opinion, however, must be accom- 
panied by a much more profound ethical change before the 
world can feel at all safe from major physical conflicts. 
Humanity at large must discover what William James called 
a moral equivalent for war; in more modem and more pro- 
found terms, we must find a way of resolving our inner ethical 
conflict without recourse to a human enemy, in the shape of 
another nation or organized group, on whom to project our 
hatred and our aggression. The world at large is assuredly not 
capable of resolving its conflict between hate and love without 
the aid of some kind of enemy to serve as a lightning-conductor 
for the discharge of our aggressive impulses: as yet, only a 
few rare souls have learnt this art. It thus seems probable 
that the next step must be the identification of ‘the enemy’ 
with disease, poverty, hunger, ignorance, and the other tvil 
products of the hostile forces of nature and of the defects in 
our social organization. This in turn is closely linked with my 
preHous point about applying our knowledge: once the people 
at large realize that there is no longer any excuse for anybody 
anywhere to grow up deprived of the opportunities for a basic 
standard of physical and mental weU-being, we must make 
the attainment of that basic standard a major aim of social 
ethics, and the failure to attain it a major social sin. 

It is also linked with advance in intellectual understanding. 
Not only must people reafize that it is ethically wrong to 
continue to resolve their inner moral conflicts by the parUal 
and primitive methods of wiping out guilt by pumshment; 
they must take the positive step of realizing that it is ethically 
right to try to resolve it by the aid of the dispassmnate inteili- 
cence, substituting scientific treatment for emotionaUy-deter- 
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mined punishment. (If they can add love to understanding, 
so much the better; but the minimum prerequisite for the next 
stage of ethics is understanding.) 

Intellectual understanding has also a more general role to 
play. The next stage of social ethics will not be attained until 
the bulk of opinion believes that it is ethically right to increase 
knowledge, ethically wrong to put obstacles in its path. More 
specifically, knowledge and understanding of the evolutionary 
process, and of our unique role in it, is needed before we can 
substitute a dynamic and directional ethics for the static 
sterility of past systems. 

Finally, and in many ways most difficult of all, the world 
must be persuaded that its present concentration on action 
and material achievement is one-sided and therefore in the 
long run wrong. Control of our own nature is of equal import- 
ance with control of external nature, and to achieve this we 
must look inwards. If we must build Jerusalem in the green 
and pleasant lands of the physical world, we must also find 
the Kingdom of Heaven, and we have it on the highest 
authority, as well as on the testimony of experience, that this 
is within us. With this, we again come back to the problem 
of resolving the basic internal ethical conflict. The decisive 
step to be taken here is that people at large should realize 
that this can be resolved much more thoroughly and satis- 
factorily than is usually the case or than is generally thought 
possible; that if we apply the same degree of discipline to our 
moral and spiritual activities as many of us wdllingly do to 
oin' brains or our bodies, we may attain not merely a freedom 
from primal guilt (which is a negative freedom hke freedom 
firom actual disease), but a positive state of moral well-being 
which is of intrinsic and quasi-ultimate value and satisfaction 
in itself— the moral equivalent of theological ‘salvation’. Even 
if most of us for one reason or another find it impossible to 
persevere until these heights are reached, we can acknowledge 
that it is possible for some people, and that it is right for them 
to devote themselves to their aim, just as we acknowledge that 
it is possible for some people to develop their intellects to the 
highest pitch, and that it is right and good that they should 
do so. And in any case we need to have a general belief that 
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it is ethically right for everyone to develop their internal 
moral and spiritual structure well beyond the pitch now 
customarily tolerated. 

4c 4: 4: * 4c 

The relation of individual to social ethics now begins to be 
clearer. With the facts of evolutionary progress to guide us, 
we find that increase of knowledge, increase of control, increase 
of autonomy, increase in emotional capacity and enjoyment, 
increase in will and purpose, increase in individualization, 
are all good, since they all make for progress. They must 
become part of our ethical goals. On the other hand, there 
must not be one-sided or exaggerated pursuit of any one of 
these aims, since one-sidedness is itself bad, as being in the 
long run always inimical to progresss. 

These were the trends which made for progress in the 
biological sector of evolution. But in the human sector another 
criterion has been added — the understanding and attainment 
of intrinsic values. And just as, with the passage from the 
lifeless to the hving, control and autonomy became more 
important as an index of progress than mere complexity, so 
with the passage from the biological to the human, the attain- 
ment of values becomes more important than material control 
or autonomy. 

It is only by individuals that values can be actually under- 
stood and appreciated. It is thus ethically good for the 
individual to pursue and to enjoy experiences of compre- 
hension, of aesthetic satisfaction, of moral nobihty. To do this, 
he must evolve: he must develop his potentiahties, and must, 
in the moral sphere, accomplish some considerable degree of 
resolution of the inner moral conflict which is at the root of 
his ethical activity. If he is to achieve all-round or what 
Aldous Huxley calls many-pointed development, he musUelate 
this resolution of inner conflict to all his outwardly-directed 
activities — of knowledge and understanding, of love, of action, of 
emotional and aesthetic appreciation. And the only way m 
which he can do this fully and satisfactorily seems to be the 
way of the true mystic— the way of acceptance, unitive know- 
ledge, and love. He must merge inner and outer, lose sell by 
transcendence of self, resolve all tensions, both the original 
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intrinsic tensions of his super-ego, and the later developing 
tensions between different parts of his experience and different 
sectors of his activity, in a harmonious working whole. In 
our previous terms, he must build a comprehensive microcosm, 
in which the facts and forces of the universe (including the 
facts and forces of life, of society, and of his own nature) are 
unified and reconciled. This microcosm of his possesses a 
time-dimension— not merely in the common sense of developing 
and changing with the passage of time, but in the sense, 
applying uniquely to man, of combining past and future in 
the present unity of consciousness. By the same token it is 
infinite, or perhaps we should say non-finite, in quality, for 
consciousness combines the actual and the real with the 
abstract and the ideal in such a way that the range of the 
microcosm surpasses the concrete lirmts of the macrocosm 
itself. 

The microcosm thus combines actuality and potentiality, 
fact and fancy, the recorded past and the speculative future, 
external phenomena and internal purpose, all in relation to 
the polarized psychological forces of good and evil; and at its 

fullest development combines them in a smooth working-unity. 
♦ ♦ ♦ ♦ ♦ 

In the light of experience and intellectual comprehension, 
the antithesis between individual and community is seen to be 
largely a false antithesis. The individual is, quite strictly, 
meaningless in isolation, and the type and degree of his 
development, ethical or otherwise, is conditioned by the type 
of community in which he happens to live. Even if he trans- 
cends the current morality of his times, this is only possible if 
the social fi-amework includes some freedom of ideas, some 
elasticity of ideals. 

Furthermore, though the highest products of evolution are 
individuals, yet the community is the mechanism by which 
alone large-scale progress can be realized in regard to increase 
of control and autonomy by life. When we reflect on the 
advances made in these broad biological criteria of progress 
between the first beginnings of our own species and the present 
day, and on the fact that the rate of advance is still accel- 
erating, we perceive that hterally unimagined possibilities of 
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further advance in these respects lie before our descendants. 
From the standpoint of evolutionary ethics, it is one of the 
moral duties of the individual to further this advance, and 
this he can only do by devoting some of his energies to working 
as a cog in the social machine. 

But these criteria, however important they still remain, 
have in the human sector of evolution become secondary 
to the criteria of increase in understanding and realization of 
intrinsiq values. Here again, though intrinsic values can be 
experienced only by individuals and not by the community 
as such, yet the community is still the mechanism through 
which alone individuals are able to realize these values. A 
member of a primitive tribe cannot possibly experience the 
full satisfactions of intellectual or emotional or spiritual 
experience which are possible to members of a modern civilized 


nation. 

On the other hand, it is in present conditions only a com- 
paratively few favoured individuals who can enjoy these full 
satisfactions. Accordingly it is one of the moral duties of the 
individual to further the development of society in such a 
way that more of its members are able to realize and enjoy 

more and higher intrinsic values. 

Thus from one angle the relation between individual and 
society is Uke that between ends and means. Fuller individual- 
ization is an evolutionary end; the developed human individual 
is the highest product of evolution; the experiences which 
alone have high intrinsic value, such as those of love ^d 
beauty and knowledge and mystical union, are accessible 
only to human individuals. On the other hand, while a 
wrong or unsatisfactory organization of society can hamper 
or suppress individualization, can keep down both the average 
and the maximum level of individual development, and can, 
all too easily, stand in the way of knowledge and love and 
beauty and spiritual satisfaction entenng the mdividual 
microcosm, yet a certain right organization of society is neces- 
sary as a means before those ends can be achieved. 

Indubitably the next important step to be taken by humamty 
is Its owm unification. This is at present begmmng, but a 
different rates in different fields. The unity of scientih 
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research and knowledge is already well advanced. The 
political unification of man is making its tentative beginnings 
through the doubtless temporary expedient of the United 
Nations Organization. Technical improvements in communi- 
cations are de facto bringing the remotest parts of the world 
together. And conscious attempts are being made to break 
down barriers to cultural interchange and the free flow of in- 
formation. The only logical outcome of these various tendencies 
wiU be the creation of a single unified pool of tradition, 
organized politically in a single unified World Government. 

This step once taken, the evolving cosmos will have passed 
another critical point. Here I may perhaps quote from what 
I have \^Titten elsewhere:^ 

'In evolution as a whole, it is obvious that there are t\vo major 
critical points— the origin of self-reproducing matter or life, and 
the origin of self-reproducing society or man. But both the inor- 
ganic and the biological sector contain minor critical points, 
decisive not so much because of their immediate effects as for 
the new possibilities which they open up for the future. The 
secondary critical point in inorganic evolution was the form- 
ation of complex giant molecules, rightly termed “organic” since 
without them firing organisms would have been impossible. 
The secondary critical point in biological evolution was the 
origin of learning — the formation of mechanisms for profiting 
by experience. This was of importance partly because without 
it the evolution of man, trith his social heredity based on exper- 
ience and tradition, would have been impossible; but partly 
also because it is at the base of all the most successful and 
developed products of biological evolution, from bee and ant to 
mammal and bird. 

‘I would suggest that the secondary critical point in human 
evolution will be marked by the union of all separate traditions 
in a single common pool, the orchestration of human diversity 
from competitive discord to harmonious symphony. Of what 
future possibilities beyond the human this may be the first 
foundation, who can say? But at least it will for the first time 
give full scope to man’s distinctive method of evolution, and open 
the door to many human potentialities that are as yet scarcely 
dreamt of.’ 

This is the major ethical problem of our time — to achieve 
global unity for man. All such questions as the control of the 
atomic bomb, the effective working of the United Nations, 
^ThePrerequisiUs of Progress. (Unesco Lectures, Editions Fontaine, Paris, 1947.) 
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the possibility of a true World Government, the interna- 
tional freedom of science, the encouragement of cultural 
interchange and the flow of information across frontiers, are 
merely parts of this more comprehensive problem. Present- 
day men and nations will be judged by history as moral or 
immoral according as to whether they have helped or hindered 
that unification. 

Meanwhile, the evolutionary approach to ethics is itself a 
prerequisite for progress, including ethical progress. An 
example will show how closely intenvoven are the different 
strands from which the tissue of human progress must be 
fashioned. The new knowledge amassed by biologists during 
the last hundred years has demonstrated that increase of 
knowledge is one of the characteristics of progress, both in 
the later biological and in the human phase of evolution. 
Furthermore, the analysis of our knowledge about progress is 
providing us with definite guidance as to how we should try 
to plan social and political change to ensure that it makes for 


progress. 

The evolutionary point of view makes it clear that progress 
is neither a myth nor a will-of-the-wisp, stiU less a dangerous 
delusion : it is the desirable direction of change in the world, and 
desirable ethicaUy as much as materially or intellecmally. It also 
establishes the reassuring fact that our human ethics have their 
roots deep in the non-human universe, that our moral pnn- 
ciples are not just a whistling in the dark, not the ipse dixit of 
an isolated humanity, but are by the nature of things related to 
the rest of reality-and indeed that only when we take the 
trouble to understand that relationship will we be able to lay 
down ethical principles which are truly adequate Further- 
more while to the evolutionist ethics can no longer be 
regarded as having any absolute value, yet their relativity is 
neither chaotic nor meaningless: ethics are relative to a proce^ 
which is both meaningful and of mdefimtely long duration 

that of evolutionary progress. . , 

The peculiar difficulties which surround our mdividual 

moral adjustment are seen to be largely due to 

ary histor)^ Like our prolonged helplessness m infancy, om 

tendency to hernia and sinusitis, our troubles m leammg 
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walk upright, they are a consequence of our having developed 
from a simian ancestry. Once we realise that the primitive super- 
ego is merely a makeshift developmental mechanism, no more 
intended to be the permanent central support of our morality 
than is our embryonic notochord intended to be the perman- 
ent central support of our bodily frame, we shall not take its 
dictates so seriously (have they not often been interpreted as 
the authentic Voice of God?), and shall regard its supersession 
by some more rational and less cruel mechanism as the central 
ethical problem confronting every human individual. 

Above all, an evolutionary ethics is of necessity a hopeful 
ethics, however much the justifiable hope is tempered by a 
realization of the length and difficulty of man s ethical task. 
Our ethics are rooted in the evolutionary past, though the 
relations are often indirect and hard to trace. But with the 
coming of man, and notably with his attainment of highly 
organized societies based on scientific knowledge, pur ethics 
are being actually incorporated into the evolutionary process. 
Man’s sense of right and wrong has always influenced the course 
of history, as we call that sector of the evolutionary process that 
has occurred in our species since written records began. But 
as our knowledge grows and our capacity for its wise appli- 
cation increases, that influence will certainly grow, and can 
be exerted more and more to encourage a desirable direction 
of our evolution. 

Man the conscious microcosm has been thrown up by the 
blind and automatic forces of the unconscious macrocosm. 
But now his consciousness can begin to play an active part, 
and to influence the process of the macrocosm by guiding and 
acting as the growing-point of its evolution. Man’s ethics and 
his moral aspirations have now become an integral part of any 
future evolutionary progress. 
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